Thursday, April 16, 2020
6:30 PM
Join Zoom Meeting: https://zoom.us/j/263309729
By Phone: 646 558 8656 or 312 626 6799, use meeting ID: 263 309 729

l To join/participate in this meeting, please review the following important instructions: DRB Remote Meeting Procedures
l Need help installing and using Zoom? View their online resources: https://zoom.us/docs/en- us/covid19.html
l This meeting will also be live- streamed live via CH 17: https://www.cctv.org/live

I. Call to Order
Documents:
Adjacent Property Owners Meeting Logistics Memo - 04.06.2020.pdf
II. Changes to the Agenda
III. Public Comment
IV. Approve Previous Meeting Minutes
2.20.20: https://www.winooskivt.gov/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/_02202020 - 629
3.19.20: https://www.winooskivt.gov/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/_03192020 -639
V. Parking Waiver Request – 60 Normand Street
Documents:
123456-

60 Normand Street Parking Waiver Information - Section 4.12. C - 04.16.2020.pdf
WSD - Parking Demand Memo - 200402.pdf
60 Normand Street - Site Plan - Existing Conditions - 03.20.2020.pdf
60 Normand Street - Site Plan - Proposed Conditions - 03.20.2020.pdf
WSD Parking Wavier Request Review - Public Works -04.03.2020.pdf
CCRPC - Winooski School District ParkingReview - 04.07.2020.pdf

VI. Parking Waiver Request – 355 Main Street
Documents:
123456-

355 Main Street Parking Waiver Information - Section 4.12. C - 04.16.2020.pdf
355 Main Street TDM and Waiver Request.pdf
355 Main Street - Existing Conditions - 03.20.2020.pdf
355 Main Street - Proposed Conditions - 03.20.2020.pdf
355 Main Parking Wavier Request Review - Public Works - 04.03.2020.pdf
CCRPC - CityGardens ParkingReview - 04.07.2020.pdf

VII. Preliminary Plan Review – 64 LaFountain Street Planned Unit Development
Originally warned on 2.28.20
Rescheduled on 3.19.20: https://www.winooskivt.gov/CivicAlerts.aspx?AID=338&ARC=723
Documents:
1 - Zoning Application - 02.20.2020.pdf
2 - 2016-68 - Preliminary Cover - Signed.pdf
3 - 2016-68 - 64 Lafountain Street Preliminary Plan1.pdf
4 - 2016-68 - Building Elevations.pdf
5 - 2017-263 Wetland Classification Report.pdf
6 - 2016-68 - ITE Trip Generation.pdf
7 - HydroCAD Files.pdf
8 - 2016-68 - John Audy 11.21.19 Email.pdf
9 - 64 LaFountain Preliminary Plan Information - Section 6.2 H. - 03.19.2020.pdf
10 - 64 LaFountain Preliminary Plan Information - Section 6.3 - 03.19.2020.pdf
11 - 64 LaFountain Sketch Plan Follow -up - DRB Comments - FINAL - 02.26.2019.pdf
12 - 64 LaFountain Sketch Plan Follow -up - DRB Comments - FINAL - 11.19.2018.pdf
Public Hearing 64 LaFountain.pdf
VIII. Conditional Use Request – 9 George Street
Originally warned on 2.28.20
Rescheduled on 3.19.20: https://www.winooskivt.gov/CivicAlerts.aspx?AID=338&ARC=723
Documents:
1 - Zoning Application - 02.21.2020.pdf

11 - 64 LaFountain Sketch Plan Follow -up - DRB Comments - FINAL - 02.26.2019.pdf
12 - 64 LaFountain Sketch Plan Follow -up - DRB Comments - FINAL - 11.19.2018.pdf
Public Hearing 64 LaFountain.pdf
VIII. Conditional Use Request – 9 George Street
Originally warned on 2.28.20
Rescheduled on 3.19.20: https://www.winooskivt.gov/CivicAlerts.aspx?AID=338&ARC=723
Documents:
1 - Zoning Application - 02.21.2020.pdf
2 - Site Map - 02.21.2020.pdf
3 - Site Calculations - 02.21.2020.pdf
4 - 9 George Street - Existing Conditions - 02.21.2020.pdf
5 - 9 George Street - Proposed Conditions - 02.21.2020.pdf
6 - Project Elevations - 02.21.2020.pdf
7 - 9 George Street Conditional Use Memo - 03.19.2020.pdf
8 - Findings and Decision - 9 George Street Conditional Use Request - 10.28.2019 - SIGNED.pdf
Public Hearing 9 George Street.pdf
IX. City Updates
X. Other Business
XI. Adjourn

Memorandum
TO:

Adjacent Property Owners

FROM:

Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning & Zoning Manager

RE:

April 16, 2020 Development Review Board Meeting – Participation Options

DATE:

April 06, 2020

The purpose of this memo is to provide additional information on the format for the April 16, 2020
Development Review Board meeting. In a memo from me dated March 27, 2020, I noted that a
physical location would be available for interested persons to gather, consistent with state statute,
but subject to change. On March 30, 2020, Governor Scott signed Act 92, which waives the
requirement to have a physical location for public meetings during the COVID-19 pandemic and
state of emergency. With this in mind, the City will not offer a physical location for any public
meetings during the state of emergency and conduct all meetings electronically.
The Development Review Board meeting scheduled for Thursday, April 16, 2020 will include an
online option through the program Zoom, a telephone call in option, or viewing the meeting live
on Channel 17. A guide for participating in this meeting, including what to expect was included
with the March 27, 2020 correspondence. The following outlines the options for participation.
Via computer, visit the following link: https://zoom.us/j/263309729
Via telephone, call (646) 558-8656 or (312) 626-6799 and use Meeting ID: 263 309 729
Channel 17’s Live Broadcast Stream: https://www.cctv.org/watch-tv
Members of the public interested in participating or providing exhibits are requested to make their
intentions known by contacting me via email at evorwald@winooskivt.gov at least 48 hours in
advance to ensure this information is included in the record of the hearing. This will also allow the
chair to recognize participants to provide testimony at the appropriate time during the hearing.
Failure to provide information in advance will not prohibit your participation at the meeting.
Information related to applications being considered by the DRB is available on the City’s website
at https://www.winooskivt.gov/AgendaCenter and navigating to the Development Review Board
section. If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact me at
evorwald@winooskivt.gov.

Memorandum
TO:

Development Review Board

FROM:

Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning & Zoning Manager

RE:

60 Normand Street Parking Waiver – Standards & Requirements

DATE:

April 16, 2020

The following information provides an overview of a waiver request by the Winooski School District
to establish the minimum required parking for the redevelopment of their school campus based on
draft changes to the Unified Land Use and Development Regulations (ULUDR). The project is
located in the Gateway Zoning District and is reviewed administratively, therefore review of the
project itself is not being considered by the DRB. The purpose of this waiver request is to establish
the required minimum parking for the school redevelopment. The DRB should consider the
information provided in relation to this waiver request and determine if the parking figures
identified will be sufficient to accommodate the additional space at the school.
On March 20, 2020, the City of Winooski received a zoning application for the redevelopment of
the Winooski School Campus. The property is located at 60 Normand Street, and is located in the
City’s Gateway Zoning District, which is regulated by the Form-Based Code. Projects in the
Gateway Zoning District are reviewed by the City’s Project Review Committee, and therefore can
be approved administratively. Any modifications requested, such as waivers, are reviewed by the
DRB. The DRB role is to review the waiver request only, and not the overall project.
The Gateway Zoning District requires all projects to meet a specified minimum parking standard.
This standard is included in Section 4.12 C. of the ULUDR. This section outlines the minimum
parking standards for specific uses, and zoning districts. Section 4.12 does not include a parking
standard for schools or educational facilities. Since no standard exists for schools or educational
facilities, the minimum parking standard would be calculated based on the next closest use; in this
case, an office use would be used. Under this calculation, the redevelopment of the school campus
would require approximately 800 total parking spaces. For reference, the current school campus
has approximately 230 spaces.
In an effort to identify minimum parking standards for uses that are not listed in Section 4.12, the
Planning Commission prepared draft language that would use a waiver process to allow an
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applicant to provide data and analysis to recommend the minimum parking requirements. This
information would be reviewed by the Development Review Board, who would have the discretion
to approve, approve with modifications, or deny the request. The onus would be placed on the
applicant to make their case for the number of parking spaces their use would need.
The Planning Commission held a hearing on this draft language at their meeting on February 13,
2020. After the hearing, the Planning Commission voted to send the draft language forward to
the City Council. At their regular meeting on February 18, 2020, the City Council voted to hold a
public hearing on the draft language.
With a hearing on the draft language scheduled by the City Council, the draft language becomes
eligible for use, even before it is formally adopted. This is outlined in state statute. Specifically,
24, V.S.A. §4449(d) states:

If a public notice for a first public hearing pursuant to subsection 4442(a) of this title is
issued under this chapter by the local legislative body with respect to the adoption or
amendment of a bylaw, or an amendment to an ordinance adopted under prior enabling
laws, the administrative officer, for a period of 150 days following that notice, shall review
any new application filed after the date of the notice under the proposed bylaw or
amendment and applicable existing bylaws and ordinances. If the new bylaw or amendment
has not been adopted by the conclusion of the 150-day period or if the proposed bylaw or
amendment is rejected, the permit shall be reviewed under existing bylaws and ordinances.
With the draft language in place, the Winooski School District has requested a waiver to the parking
standards as outlined in Section 4.12 C. 4. to establish the minimum standards for the
redevelopment of the school campus. The requirements for the waiver submission are outlined in
the draft language and include:

a.

A zoning application for a specific use (or uses) requesting the waiver including:
i.
ii.
iii.

a narrative outlining the reason(s) the waiver should be granted
the specific relief requested
how the requested relief from the minimum parking standards will be
managed to accommodate the proposed use(s)

b.

A Transportation Demand Management Plan or similar study stamped by a Vermont
Licensed Engineer outlining the justification for the waiver.

c.

A site plan identifying the location(s) of the proposed parking.
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d.

Applicable fees for DRB hearings as outlined in Chapter 28 of the Winooski Municipal
Code.

e.

Other information as deemed necessary for review by the Zoning Administrator or
DRB.

An engineering report on the traffic generation and needs prepared by Resource Systems Group,
Inc. (RSG) is included with the agenda materials. This report satisfies the requirement of item b.
above. With this application, the school is seeking to establish the minimum parking, not seek
relief, therefore parts ii. and iii. of the draft language (noted above) will not apply.
In addition to the requirements listed in Section 4.12 C. 4., the proposed amendment includes
considerations for the DRB related to the waiver request. The draft language for Section 6.8 states:

C.

Parking Waivers. The DRB, upon application, may grant a waiver to the minimum
required parking for land uses as outlined in Section 4.12. C.
1.

2.

The DRB shall consider the specific reasons outlined when considering the
waiver to the minimum parking requirements including:
a.

Identified need for parking reductions as outlined in the provided
parking study

b.

Ability for the proposed development to support the parking needs as
indicated on the provided site plan

c.

Potential impacts to surrounding parking facilities including City
maintained streets or parking structures

d.

The parking waiver request represents the minimum parking relief
necessary to allow for the proposed development to occur

Following review of the parking waiver request, the DRB shall take action to:
a.

Approve the parking waiver request as submitted

b.

Approve the parking waiver request with modifications as deemed
appropriate

c.

Deny the parking waiver request
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Again, the information provided by RSG is intended to satisfy these requirements. Also, the
following is a staff analysis of the standards. The DRB should review the information provided by
the applicant and the staff evaluation to assist in making a determination on the request for a
parking waiver.
1.

The DRB shall consider the specific reasons outlined when considering the waiver to
the minimum parking requirements including:

a.

Identified need for parking reductions as outlined in the provided parking study

The parking study prepared by RSG indicates the parking demand based on current
conditions. The study also includes an ITE analysis for parking generation and notes that
approximately 190 spaces would be needed. The study also shows how adjacent
municipalities would calculate parking for the school. This yields between 124 and 265
spaces, with an average of approximately 220 spaces. Both of these evaluations are below
the existing available parking of 236 spaces.
An alternative demand estimation is included based on the Parking Consultants
Council/National Parking Associate, which notes the total demand to be approximately 265
spaces. This would still below the proposed total of 275 spaces. All these spaces would be
accommodated within the redevelopment plan.
b.

Ability for the proposed development to support the parking needs as indicated on the
provided site plan

The site plan indicates the ability to accommodate 275 spaces on site. No off-site parking
is identified in the proposal. The majority of the students, approximately 70%, are in
elementary or middle school and are not of driving age. Also, due to the density of the City
of Winooski, walking, bicycling, carpooling, and bussing are all viable alternatives to vehicle
travel.
c.

Potential impacts to surrounding parking facilities including City maintained streets or
parking structures

It is anticipated that the surrounding streets would not be impacted by the proposed parking
for the redevelopment of the school. The additional space being added to the school is not
to alleviate overcrowding and is intended to allow the school to absorb the modest annual
increases in students and faculty. The projected enrollment for the school district is 890
students by 2028, which would be a 25-student increase over 2019 enrollment. In the same
time span (2019 to 2028) the school is anticipating an increase in staffing of 15 employees.
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These modest increases should not adversely impact the City’s facilities with parking
demands.
d.

The parking waiver request represents the minimum parking relief necessary to allow for
the proposed development to occur

The School District is requesting the parking minimum be established at 275 spaces, which
is what has been presented in their redevelopment proposal. Based on the study provided,
the existing conditions, and the anticipated enrollment, this represents the minimum
number of spaces needed to accommodate the future growth of the school.
In addition to the staff analysis, the City’s Director of Public Works and Chittenden County Regional
Planning Commission (CCRPC) were provided with the transportation study prepared by RSG. In
general, the Director of Public Works and the CCRPC were in agreement with the RSG analysis and
confirm the findings that the proposed number of parking spaces will accommodate the
redevelopment and future needs of the Winooski School District. Letters from the Director of Public
Works and CCRPC are included with the agenda.

MEMO
TO:

Cam Featherstonhaugh, Site Design Team

FROM:

Corey Mack, PE

DATE:

April 2, 2020

SUBJECT:

Winooski Campus Renovation: Parking Recommendation

TruexCullins requested RSG review the parking generation estimates for the proposed
Winooski School District (WSD) campus and compare the proposed parking supply to
estimated parking demands. The existing WSD campus provides around 236 parking
spaces; the proposed campus includes 275 parking spaces, including 8 accessible
parking spaces. This memorandum documents our parking demand estimation
methodology, including:
1. Estimation of total parking generation from the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE);
2. Review of the zoning requirements and parking regulations of neighboring cities
and towns for school off-street parking minimums; and
3. Documentation of observed parking demands.

Summary
TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF PARKING GENERATION ESTIMATES
ITE Estimated Parking Demand

193

Average Neighboring Community Parking Requirement

219

Observed Parking Demand

232

Recommended Minimum Unrestricted Parking Supply

255

Proposed Unrestricted Parking Supply

267

Total Proposed Parking Supply (including accessible spaces)

275

RSG believes national sources for parking generation rates are not applicable to the
unique characteristics of the Winooski School District campus. The size of the school is
not within typical ranges studied from these national sources. As such, average parking
generation rates estimate a parking demand generally lower than the observed parking
demand.

RSG 180 Battery Street, Suite 350, Burlington, Vermont 05401 www.rsginc.com

Given the proposed campus renovation is not expected to increase the number of
students or staff, we believe the existing parking demand will remain unchanged
following campus renovation. However, additional parking supply should be available to
allow for growth of both staff and student populations.
RSG reviewed zoning requirements of neighboring towns. All neighboring towns based
the parking requirement of a school campus based on the number of classrooms, with a
higher parking requirement rate for high schools to account for student-drivers. RSG
estimated the parking requirement of the proposed WSD campus if it were to be
constructed in those communities; the average parking requirement from this analysis is
219 spaces, and the highest was 265 spaces. This total includes restricted parking
spaces, such as accessible, leased, or otherwise assigned parking spaces.
Observations of peak parking demands noted vehicles parked outside of existing striped
parking spaces. However, adjacent street parking on Main Street, Normand Street, and
George Street was available; it did not appear that the school parking demand
overflowed onto adjacent streets.
RSG recommends the following parking strategy:
•

Provide a minimum number of parking spaces to meet existing demand plus
10%, or 255 unrestricted general-purpose parking spaces (not including
accessible, leased, or otherwise assigned parking spaces); this represents an
occupancy rate of 91% at current demand levels.

•

Implement a permit system to manage student and staff parking, if parking
demand exceeds supply.

•

Use parking permits to incentivize desired behaviors. For example, student
parking on site may require a parking pass, and parking passes may be
distributed on a limited basis to students on honor roll, seniors, or as some other
benefit.

The current proposed design program includes 267 general purpose parking spaces.
This proposed total number of general purpose parking spaces in the current design
exceeds the recommended minimum number of parking spaces. The proposed total also
exceeds the minimum parking requirement of all neighboring cities and towns. RSG
expects the current proposed site layout will meet the WSD campus parking demands.

1.0 ITE PARKING GENERATION
The Institute of Traffic Engineers Parking Generation Manual, 5 th Edition (ITE PGM)
documents samples of parking demand associated with independent variables
throughout the country. The ITE PGM relates parking demand associated with a school
to the total number of students, and the school district administrative offices to the gross
floor area (GFA) designated for that use.

2

There are four ITE land use codes (LUCs) applicable to the campus:
1. ITE LUC 520 – Elementary School
2. ITE LUC 522 – Middle School
3. ITE LUC 530 – High School
4. ITE LUC 538 – School District Office
As a relatively small Pre-Kindergarten through 12th grade campus with district
administration offices in a relatively urban, walking school district environment, the
Winooski School District campus is not a typical school campus. As such, the estimated
parking generation rates reported by ITE for general urban and suburban contexts may
require additional consideration and engineering judgement.
TABLE 2: ITE ESTIMATED PARKING GENERATION RATES AND SOURCE DATA

ITE LUC

DESCRIPTION

VARIABLE

UNIT

EST. PARKING
DEMAND

520

Elementary School

500

students

65

443

10

522

Middle School

214

students

37

845

4

530

High School

286

students

81

1096

14

538

School District Office

3.75

GFA ksf

10

19

10

Total

193

GFA: Gross Floor Area

AVG. STUDY
SOURCE SIZE

NUMBER OF
STUDIES

ksf: thousand square feet
Assumes student population of 1000

The ITE parking generation rates shown in the table above are based on studies of
existing schools. The average middle and high schools informing the studies were
considerably larger than WSD campus. The average middle school enrolled 845
students, and the average high school enrolled 1096 student. This is over four times the
scale of the WSD enrollment.
Furthermore, the ITE parking generation manual specifically identifies a limitation:
“Additional parking demand observations should include evening hours and when
special events occur at the site”, implying the parking generation estimate rates are not
valid during special events such as athletic events, auditorium performances, or
graduation ceremonies.

3

2.0 NEIGHBORING CITIES AND TOWNS APPROACH
RSG evaluated neighboring cities and towns approach to regulating the off-street
parking requirement of schools in their planning and zoning codes. The neighboring
communities included Burlington, South Burlington (prior to the removal of parking
minimums), Essex and Colchester. All neighboring communities used the number of
classrooms or otherwise staffed rooms as a variable when determining the number of
parking spaces; some communities added the number of driving age students. In
addition, RSG estimated a separate parking demand for the administrative district office
space.
The following table illustrates the required parking spaces for the proposed Winooski
School District campus if it were to be developed under the regulations in these
neighboring towns.
TABLE 3: NEIGHBORING COMMUNITY'S ZONING REGULATION PARKING REQUIREMENT
APPLIED TO THE PROPOSED WSD CAMPUS
PARKING REQUIREMENT1

COMMUNITY

VARIABLES

Burlington

classrooms, GFA

258

South Burlington

classrooms, driving-age students, GFA

231

Essex

Classrooms, GFA

265

Colchester

classrooms, driving-age students, GFA

124

Average Neighboring Community Zoning
Requirement for Off Street Parking

219

The WSD operates very differently from the neighboring communities. As a
geographically small community, the WSD campus is reasonably walkable from all
residences within the city. High school student driving mode share would be expected to
be lower than the larger, less dense neighboring communities. The two highest
neighboring communities, Burlington and Essex, inflate the “per classroom” parking
space requirement for high schools. This high school student parking demand is unlikely
to translate into the Winooski community.

1

Refer to Appendix B for complete calculations.
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3.0 EXISTING CAMPUS PARKING DEMAND
RSG conducted parking space counts at 10 AM on several school days to evaluate the
existing parking demand of the WSD campus; 10 AM is documented by ITE to be at or
near peak demand periods for elementary and high schools.
TABLE 4: OBSERVED PARKING OCCUPANCY AT THE WSD CAMPUS

DATE

WEATHER

Wednesday
3/4/2020

Clear, mid-40s

Thursday
3/5/2020

Clear, mid-40s

Friday
3/6/2020

Clear, mid-40s

OPEN
UNRESTRICTED2

OCCUPIED
UNRESTRICTED

UNRESTRICTED
OCCUPANCY

SPACES

SPACES

RATE

-13

232

100%

5

226

98%

25

206

89%

On all three days of observation, the weather was seasonally warm and dry; we would
expect walking rates to be high, and therefore parking demand to be low. Even in this
condition, RSG observed the parking lot at or near capacity on Wednesday and
Thursday. In several locations, RSG noted vehicles parked outside of conventional
striped spaces. On Friday, there were many more available parking spaces, indicating a
drop in demand on Friday. This is likely due to reduced class schedules and associated
campus attendance on Friday.
At no time was the parking demand observed to spill over onto the unrestricted parking
available on Main Street or George Street. RSG noted available unrestricted public
parking space on these streets.
Ideal parking occupancy is typically considered 85% for on-street parking to minimize
unnecessary cruising or hunting for a parking space; off-street, long-term parking by
regular users (i.e. students and staff) may increase the planned occupancy. For this
reason, RSG recommends providing a minimum of the peak demand of parking spaces
plus 10%, or 232 x 1.1 = 255 parking spaces to allow for available parking and potential
growth. This represents an occupancy rate of 91% (232 / 255), which would be
appropriate for off-street long-term parking by regular users at the WSD campus.

“Unrestricted space” refers to a parking space available for general use; includes short term
parking spaces, does not include accessible, assigned, or leased parking spaces
3
Negative “open spaces” indicates people were parking outside of conventional striped parking
spaces.
2

5

Appendices:
Appendix A: Alternate Demand Estimate
Appendix B: Parking Estimate Calculations
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APPENDIX A.

ALTERNATE DEMAND ESTIMATE

The Parking Consultants Council / National Parking Associate (PCC/ NPA)
Recommended Zoning Ordinance Provisions from 2006 describe an alternate
methodology for parking demand estimation. The NPA estimate methodology evaluates
a per-student parking demand similar to the ITE and the capacity of the auditorium or
gymnasium; it is unclear if the rate calculation is additive of the two rate calculations.
The text of the NPA table reads:
Elementary School: “higher of 0.2/auditorium or gym seats and 0.25/student”
High School: “higher of 0.3/auditorium or gym seats and 0.3/student”
It is unlikely that peak parking demand for an auditorium or gym event (usually evening)
occurs at the same time as peak student and staff parking demand (usually daytime).
Because of this different peak demand period, we do not believe the gym demand and
student demand rates to be additive. Peak demand will either occur during an auditorium
or gym event OR during normal school operations.
Therefore, RSG interprets the text to read:
TABLE 5: PCC / NPA ESTIMATED PARKING GENERATION METHODOLOGY
HIGHER OF:
Elementary School

0.2 / auditorium or gym seats

-or-

0.25 / student

High School

0.3 / auditorium or gym seats

-or-

0.3 / student

TABLE 6: PCC / NPA ESTIMATED PARKING GENERATION
GYM
SEATS

ESTIMATED GYM
PARKING DEMAND

STUDENTS

ESTIMATED STUDENT
PARKING DEMAND

Elementary School

682

---4

714

179

High School

682

205

286

86

Total

205

<

265

The estimated demand based on the 2006 NPA Recommended Zoning Ordinance
Provisions 265 parking spaces. However, this parking generation estimate relies on
similar school studies as the ITE data; the data sources were not available to review to
verify the applicability to the WSD campus.
4

Given that only one gym event can occur at a time, (either an elementary school gym even OR
a high school gym event) we used the larger high school gym parking demand rate to estimate
peak parking demand.

7

Appendix B: Parking Calculations

3/19/2020

ITE Parking Generation Estimate Calculation

Elementary School
Middle School
High School
School District Office

Winooski Campus
Students
Classrooms
GFA (ksf)
500
34
214
16
286
25
3.75

ITE Parking Generation Estimate
ITE Rate
ITE Unit
ITE Calc.
0.13
per student
65
0.09
per student
37
0.26
per student
81
2.36
per ksf
10
Total
193

ITE Statistics
Average size of
Number of
variable
Studies
433
10
845
4
1096
14
19
10

Neighboring Community Parking Requirement Calculations

Elementary School
Middle School
High School
School District Office

Students
500
214
286
-

Winooski Campus
Classrooms
GFA (ksf)
34
16
25
3.75

Applying the neighgboring town's zoning regulations to
the City of Winooski campus size (student population
and number of classrooms)
Supporting Documents:
Burlington CDO, Article 8, page 8-9:

rate 1
1.5
1.5
7
2

Burlington
unit 1
per classroom
per classroom
per classroom
per ksf

rate 1
2.5
2.5
5
4

Essex
unit 1
per classroom
per classroom
per classroom
per ksf

School, Secondary: 7 spaces / classroom
School, Primary:1.5 spaces / classroom

Total
51
24
175
7.5
257.5

rate 1
1
1
1
3.5

South Burlington
unit 1
rate 2 unit 2
per classroom
1
per driving student
per classroom
1
per driving student
per classroom
1
per driving student
per ksf

Total
85
40
125
15
265

rate 1
1
1
1
3.5

unit 1
per classroom
per classroom
per classroom
per ksf

South Burlington LDR (2017, prior to parking requirement change), page 220:
Educational facility: 1 / classroom or other faculty room + 1 / driving age student

Essex Zoning Regs, page 60:
Schools, Elementary: 2.5 spaces / classroom
Schools, Secondary: 5 spaces / classroom

Colchester Development Regs, Article 10, Section O:
Schools, Elementary & Secondary & Trade: 1 space per classroom and other rooms used by students, staff, or faculty, plus .25 per student of driving age

Colchester
rate 2
0.25
0.25
0.25

unit 2
per driving student
per driving student
per driving student

Total
34
16
168
13.125
231

Total
34
16
61
13.125
124

Neighbor's
Average
51
24
132
12
219
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April 3, 2020
Via Email
Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning and Zoning Manager
City of Winooski
Re: Winooski Campus Renovation – Parking Waiver Request Review
Eric,
Our office has reviewed the parking recommendation letter report prepared by RSG dated
March 19, 2020. Based on the information provided we have no concerns with the number
of proposed parking spaces being provided and believe this is adequate for the above
referenced project.
Based on the letter report our understanding is;



The proposed project design will provide 267 unrestricted parking spaces
RSG has recommended a minimum 255 unrestricted spaces based on;
- ITE estimated parking generation calculations (193)
- Neighboring community parking requirements (avg. 219)
- Actual observed parking counts (232 peak)

RSG’s analysis uses standard transportation engineering methods for calculating parking
demands. We have no comments or concerns with the analysis procedure.

Jonathan Rauscher
Director of Public Works

110 West Canal Street, Suite 202
Winooski, VT 05404-2109
802-846-4490
www.ccrpcvt.org

April 7, 2020
Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning and Zoning Manager
Winooski City Hall
27 West Allen Street
Winooski, VT 05404
RE: Winooski School District Campus Renovation – Parking Recommendation Review
Dear Eric,
As requested, the CCRPC has reviewed the RSG memo dated March 19, 2020 that, at the request of
TruexCullins, reviews the parking generation estimates for the proposed Winooski School District
campus renovation. Generally speaking, we concur with the findings of the memo and the various
methodologies employed for estimating parking demand.
In reviewing the memo, the following noteworthy information was extracted:
•
•
•
•

The existing campus has approximately 236 parking spaces and the proposed parking supply of
the renovated campus is 275 parking spaces (267 unrestricted spaces, plus 8 accessible parking
spaces).
The proposed campus renovation is not expected to increase the number of students or staff.
Per Table 3, if this development were to be built in a neighboring community, fewer parking
spaces would be required than what is currently proposed.
The existing campus parking can be fully occupied during peak demand periods (Table 4) but
does not appear to spill over onto neighboring streets.

Based on our review of the memo and the above information, the proposed 275 parking spaces should
more than meet the needs of the Winooski School District campus renovation. Should it not, there are
reasonable strategies recommended in the memo to manage parking demand. Please let us know if any
of the above information was incorrectly understood or you would like to discuss further. We appreciate
the opportunity to be of assistance to the city.
Sincerely,

Jason Charest, PE, PTP
Senior Transportation Planning Engineer

Cc:

Eleni Churchill, Transportation Program Manager, CCRPC
Regina Mahony, Planning Program Manager, CCRPC

Memorandum
TO:

Development Review Board

FROM:

Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning & Zoning Manager

RE:

355 Main Street Parking Waiver – Standards & Requirements

DATE:

April 16, 2020

The following information provides an overview of a waiver request by the 355 Main Street, LLC.
to reduce the minimum parking standards below what can be accommodated administratively.
Based on the Unified Land Use and Development Regulations (ULUDR). The project is located in
the Gateway Zoning District and is reviewed administratively, therefore review of the project itself
is not being considered by the DRB. The purpose of this waiver request is to reduce the minimum
required parking below what is outlined in Section 4.12 of the ULUDR. The DRB should consider
the information provided in relation to this waiver request and determine if the parking figures
identified will be sufficient to accommodate the additional space at the school.
On March 23, 2020, the City of Winooski received a zoning application for the redevelopment of
property located at 355 Main Street. The property is located in the City’s Gateway Zoning District,
which is regulated by the Form-Based Code, and is currently occupied by a residential unit and
commercial space. This was the previous location of “Andy’s Used Cars”. The applicant is proposing
to redevelop the property with a multi-story mixed use building consisting of commercial, office,
and residential uses. Projects in the Gateway Zoning District are reviewed by the City’s Project
Review Committee, and therefore can be approved administratively. Any modifications requested,
such as waivers, are reviewed by the DRB. The DRB role is to review the waiver request only, and
not the overall project.
The Gateway Zoning District requires all projects to meet a specified minimum parking standard.
This standard is included in Section 4.12 C. of the ULUDR. This section outlines the minimum
parking standards for specific uses, and zoning districts. Section 4.12 also provides limited
reductions to the minimum standards that can be approved administratively. No relief from
parking, beyond the administrative options are available for land development.
In an effort to provide an avenue for applicants to request additional relief from the minimum
parking requirements, listed in Section 4.12, the Planning Commission prepared draft language that
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would use a waiver process to allow an applicant to provide data and analysis to recommend the
minimum parking requirements. This information would be reviewed by the Development Review
Board, who would have the discretion to approve, approve with modifications, or deny the request.
The onus would be placed on the applicant to make their case for the number of parking spaces
their use would need.
The Planning Commission held a hearing on this draft language at their meeting on February 13,
2020. After the hearing, the Planning Commission voted to send the draft language forward to
the City Council. At their regular meeting on February 18, 2020, the City Council voted to hold a
public hearing on the draft language.
With a hearing on the draft language scheduled by the City Council, the draft language becomes
eligible for use, even before it is formally adopted. This is outlined in state statute. Specifically,
24, V.S.A. §4449(d) states:

If a public notice for a first public hearing pursuant to subsection 4442(a) of this title is
issued under this chapter by the local legislative body with respect to the adoption or
amendment of a bylaw, or an amendment to an ordinance adopted under prior enabling
laws, the administrative officer, for a period of 150 days following that notice, shall review
any new application filed after the date of the notice under the proposed bylaw or
amendment and applicable existing bylaws and ordinances. If the new bylaw or amendment
has not been adopted by the conclusion of the 150-day period or if the proposed bylaw or
amendment is rejected, the permit shall be reviewed under existing bylaws and ordinances.
With the draft language in place, 355 Main Street, LLC. has requested a waiver to the parking
standards as outlined in Section 4.12 C. 4. to further reduce the required minimum parking for the
redevelopment 355 Main Street. The requirements for the waiver submission are outlined in the
draft language and include:

a.

A zoning application for a specific use (or uses) requesting the waiver including:
i.
ii.
iii.

a narrative outlining the reason(s) the waiver should be granted
the specific relief requested
how the requested relief from the minimum parking standards will be
managed to accommodate the proposed use(s)

b.

A Transportation Demand Management Plan or similar study stamped by a Vermont
Licensed Engineer outlining the justification for the waiver.

c.

A site plan identifying the location(s) of the proposed parking.
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d.

Applicable fees for DRB hearings as outlined in Chapter 28 of the Winooski Municipal
Code.

e.

Other information as deemed necessary for review by the Zoning Administrator or
DRB.

As proposed, the redevelopment of 355 Main Street includes 30 dwelling units, approximately
1,500 square feet of commercial space, and approximately 1,500 square feet of office space.
Based on Section 4.12, the parking needs for this project would be:
Residential Units – 30 plus 1 per every 4 units
(calculated in increments of 4) Commercial – 1,500 square feet
(calculated at 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet) Office – 1,500 square feet
(calculated at 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet) Total parking spaces needed BEFORE
existing administrative adjustments -

37 spaces
5 spaces
6 spaces
48 spaces

Administrative adjustments already included in Section 4.12 C. 2 that this project is eligible for
include a 10% reduction for Transportation Demand Management Strategies (TDM) and allowing
the customer or client portion of the non-residential space to be accommodated in the City’s
inventory; including on-street or in structures. It is assumed that the commercial and office space
would have two employees each, reducing the total spaces needed to 41. A 10% reduction for TDM
strategies would further reduce the parking needs by 4 spaces for a total on-site parking need of
37 spaces.
Total parking spaces needed AFTER
existing administrative adjustments -

37 spaces

Total parking spaces proposed on-site -

31 spaces

Additional parking relief requested via waiver -

6 spaces

In support of this request, an engineering report on the traffic generation and needs was prepared
by the Dagesse Company (DC) with support from Catamount Consulting Engineers, PLLC. (CCE).
This report is included with the agenda materials. The purpose of this report is to provide the
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justification, based on the proposed uses and demands, to show the proposed 31 spaces will
accommodate the uses on the site1.
In addition to the requirements listed in Section 4.12 C. 4., the proposed amendment includes
considerations for the DRB related to the waiver request. The draft language for Section 6.8 states:

C.

Parking Waivers. The DRB, upon application, may grant a waiver to the minimum
required parking for land uses as outlined in Section 4.12. C.
1.

2.

The DRB shall consider the specific reasons outlined when considering the
waiver to the minimum parking requirements including:
a.

Identified need for parking reductions as outlined in the provided
parking study

b.

Ability for the proposed development to support the parking needs as
indicated on the provided site plan

c.

Potential impacts to surrounding parking facilities including City
maintained streets or parking structures

d.

The parking waiver request represents the minimum parking relief
necessary to allow for the proposed development to occur

Following review of the parking waiver request, the DRB shall take action to:
a.

Approve the parking waiver request as submitted

b.

Approve the parking waiver request with modifications as deemed
appropriate

c.

Deny the parking waiver request

Again, the information provided by DC and CCE is intended to satisfy these requirements. Also,
the following is a staff analysis of the standards. The DRB should review the information provided

1 The report indicates the waiver would be for a relief of 7 additional spaces compared to the staff analysis of 6 additional spaces. In either
case, the ultimate request is to receive a waiver from the minimum standards to allow the 31 spaces to accommodate the proposed
development.
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by the applicant and the staff evaluation to assist in making a determination on the request for a
parking waiver.
1.

The DRB shall consider the specific reasons outlined when considering the waiver to
the minimum parking requirements including:

a.

Identified need for parking reductions as outlined in the provided parking study

The parking report indicates the parking demand based on the proposed uses and outlines
shared parking estimates. The report also includes an Urban Land Institute (ULI) analysis
for parking generation as well as information based on two other projects by the same
developer in the City of Winooski. The report includes information regarding the parking
calculations for adjacent municipalities based on residential uses. Finally, the report includes
an independent review from CCE regarding the assumptions and forecasted demands and
provides an opinion that the 31 spaces will be adequate to support the proposed
redevelopment due to the mix of uses.
b.

Ability for the proposed development to support the parking needs as indicated on the
provided site plan

The site plan indicates the ability to accommodate 31 spaces on site, with additional parking
located along Main Street and possibly Bellevue Street. No dedicated off-site parking is
identified in the proposal. The redevelopment will eliminate two curb cuts along Main Street,
which will potentially accommodate additional on-street parking, as coordinated with the
Main Street revitalization plan. Also, due to the density of the City of Winooski, walking,
bicycling, carpooling, and bussing are all viable alternatives to vehicle travel.
c.

Potential impacts to surrounding parking facilities including City maintained streets or
parking structures

The only City facilities in proximity to 355 Main Street are City streets. While it is expected
that parking on the streets will occur, the impacts should be limited to hours of operation
for the commercial space. The redevelopment proposal has parking available on-site to
accommodate one space per dwelling unit. Main Street and Bellevue Street may see some
impact; however, the on-site parking should be adequate to accommodate the majority of
the vehicles that may be associated with the commercial and office space during the day,
based on the general times of operations for these uses. This information is discussed in
the parking report.
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d.

The parking waiver request represents the minimum parking relief necessary to allow for
the proposed development to occur

The applicant is requesting additional parking relief of 6 parking spaces for the
redevelopment of 355 Main Street beyond the administrative parking reductions that are
currently permitted. The parking requirements for all development in the City, regardless
of zoning district, are outlined in Section 4.12 of the ULUDR. This section provides for
administrative adjustments to reduce the total required parking, which the applicant is
utilizing. The waiver request would constitute the maximum additional relief needed to
accommodate all the residential parking on site, and limit the need for the applicant to
identify dedicated off-site options for parking, which are also permitted administratively.
In addition to the staff analysis, the City’s Director of Public Works and Chittenden County Regional
Planning Commission (CCRPC) were provided with the transportation study prepared by DC and
CCE. In general, the Director of Public Works and the CCRPC were in agreement with the parking
analysis provides adequate justification to support the additional reduction of parking by 6 spaces
and the 31 on-site spaces are adequate to support the proposed development. Copies of the Public
Works and CCRPC reviews are included with the agenda.

City Gardens/355 Main Street Redevelopment
Parking Management Plan & Waiver Request
Background:
The 355 Main Street project, also known as City Gardens, includes 30 apartment units, an office space
and a retail space. 21 of the units are studio apartments while 9 are small 1-bedroom apartments. The
project includes 31 total off street parking spaces on site. This project is utilizing transportation demand
management strategies to reduce the required parking by 10%. With this reduction, Winooski Zoning
Regulations would currently require 38 spaces for this project. Our team is requesting a waiver to
further reduce the parking required down to 31 spaces. Parking demand management strategies are
outlined in more detail below:

1.

Shared Parking, Natural Vacancy and the City Lights Study:

City Gardens will utilize shared parking strategies, where parking spaces are available to any registered
tenant on a first come first serve basis with no designated spaces. This allows for natural vacancy to
work as additional capacity with people coming and going at various times of the day. This seems like a
straightforward idea, but most residential buildings do not take advantage of this approach and instead
assign a specific numbered space to each tenant. Through a 3-month long study at our City Lights
property we were able to confirm that approximately 10% of the parking capacity was naturally vacant
at all times. This occurs due to vacations, work schedules (night and day) and other unexpected
absences. The parking garage never reached capacity and at worst case, was only 90% occupied. This
shows that, even at the most demand intensive times (usually late night and early morning), there is still
10% natural vacancy occurring in the building. As the owner/operator of the building, this allows us to
“over-book” our parking by approximately 10% while providing a space for everyone that has been
guaranteed a space. Taking advantage of natural vacancy is a simple innovative way to create a much
more efficient parking environment

2.

Mixed use strategy:

Some of the allocated parking for the building is designated for commercial use, which will be in demand
during the daytime and evening hours, when the residential parking demand is lower, thus not adding to
the overall parking demand. At City Gardens, most of the parking needs are for residential tenants.
Only 4 spaces are needed for nonresidential use, two for office use and two for a proposed café. This
topic has been studied at length by several institutions. We have analyzed data from both the Urban
Land Institute (ULI) and our own internal study at City Lights. Both sources confirm that office parking
uses are generally most prevalent between 9:00 am and 5:00 pm. Retail/Café parking uses are generally
more prevalent between 7:00 am and 8:00 pm. These uses work well when coupled with residential
uses, which are generally most prevalent between the hours of 6:00 pm and 7:00 am. For City Gardens,
our commercial uses are so minimal compared to our residential uses, and because they are
synchronized uses, it is reasonable in this scenario to consider all non-residential parking needs as
negligible.

3.

Public Transit Strategy:

Tenants will also be encouraged to take the bus, bike or walk to their destination. The project is directly
adjacent to a GMT bus stop and a 5-minute walk to all of the amenities of downtown Winooski.
Carshare, Uber, Lyft and carpooling are all great options along this corridor that reduce the need for
tenants to have cars. Our team is working with carshare and bikeshare programs to bring these services
even closer. We have found from our other projects that carpooling is becoming increasingly popular.
This will be another common strategy for folks to use that will reduce the need for parking spaces.

4.

Previous Project Knowledge Sharing:

This is now the 3rd City branded project our team has developed. We have learned a lot about best
practices for TDM and the realities of actual data from our buildings. Our City Lofts Building, which
consists of 4 Studios and 21 1-Bedroom units has only 17 registered vehicles of the 25 total units, thus a
68% ratio of vehicles per unit. Our team is very comfortable with a 75% ratio for all our buildings that
have a high proportion of studios and 1-bedroom units. For City Gardens, using a 75% ratio would
require only 23 spaces for residential use. This building will have 31 spaces and a 103% parking ratio,
which is more than adequate for our operational model.
We have also found that the need for parking increases as the units get larger. For instance, only 50% of
our studio units have tenants with cars, compared to 85% for 1 bedroom units and close to 100% for
two bedroom units. With City Gardens’ large share of studios, it is likely we will have ample additional
parking, which can be further shared with other uses, can be rented to off site residents, can be utilized
as bike parking, etc.
Finally, more often than not, developers and property managers know better than most as to how many
parking spaces they truly need, as they are the ones that need to fill vacant units and keep tenants and
neighbors happy. A mistake here can be incredibly costly for a project and most developers do not want
to venture down this road. Our team is responsible for designing, building and operating this building
and are certain that 0.75 spaces per unit is adequate for this scenario.

5.

Nearby Zoning Regulations

Our team has studied several new and existing zoning regulations of city’s nearby. Both nearby
Burlington and South Burlington have less stringent parking requirements than Winooski. In South
Burlington’s similar Form-Based code district, approximately 0.94 spaces per unit are required (less than
a one to one ratio). See Appendix B for South Burlington’s residential parking table. In Burlington, one
space per unit for market rate housing is required, while affordable housing does not require parking
allocation. This is effectively a 0.9 space per unit requirement when including inclusionary housing
requirements. The City of Burlington is also looking at new regulations that would further reduce this
requirement to 0.75 or 0.5 spaces per unit in some instances. See appendix A for Burlington’s current
parking table. Of important note is that Winooski’s population density is significantly higher than both
municipalities and boasts a much more urban setting than South Burlington.

6.

Urban Land Institute

As a member of the Urban Land Institute (ULI), our team is constantly monitoring pertinent studies and
publications provided by ULI. ULI is a respected and trusted source for engineers and planners across
the country. ULI’s most recent “Shared Parking” publication, includes extensive guidance on urban
parking requirements. The publication talks about the problems with “overparking” and suggests that
many communities should approach parking as a maximum requirement instead of a minimum
requirement. In general, for average density urban development, ULI recommends 0.85 or less parking
spaces per bedroom, which is consistent with our proposal. See Appendix C.

7.

Independent Engineer’s review

We also asked our Civil Engineer for an independent review of our proposed parking. This memo also
shows that we have more than adequate parking for the needs of the building. See Appendix D.

8. Conclusion
In Conclusion, City Gardens will have 31 spaces for 30 residential units, or a ratio of 1.03 parking spaces
per unit. Current Winooski Zoning regulations require 38, we are requesting 7 less than that required.
Shared parking is negligible due to its small needs and synchronized use alongside the residential
parking. All the above information shows that a ratio between 0.75 and 1.0 is adequate for this building.
We request a waiver be granted for these reasons.
Sincerely,

Nathan Dagesse
Dagesse Company
802-683-9967

Appendix A: City of Burlintgon Zoning regualtions for parking:

Appendix B: South Burlington Residential Parking Table:

Appendix C: ULI Residential Parking Space needs

Appendix D:

CATAMOUNT
c o n s u l t i n g e n g i n e e r s, p l l c
PO Box 65067 l Burlington, VT 05406 l (802) 598-8081 l www.ccevt.com

March 17, 2020
Nate Dagesse
EIV Technical Services
106 East Allen St., Unit 506
Winooski, VT 05404
Re:

Parking Standard Review
Proposed Mixed Use Building – City Gardens
355 Main St.
Winooski, VT

Dear Nate,
At your request, Catamount Consulting Engineers, PLLC (CCE) has reviewed the
parking design calculations associated with the proposed mixed use commercial project
to be constructed at 355 Main St. (to be named City Gardens) and offers the following
summary and professional opinion.
The project involves the removal of both of the existing structures on the property and the
construction of a single, mixed use, five story, commercial building. Uses within the
proposed building include a small scale restaurant on the first floor, a small office space
on the fifth floor and thirty (30) single bedroom or studio style apartments on the
remaining floors. This project falls within the Gateway Regulating Plan – BFS Urban
General zoning district.
Based on this information, as well as the background information you have provided us,
and in review of the City’s parking standards, we have estimated the proposed parking
requirements as follows –
•

Proposed Parking Requirements –
o Office Space –
 2 employees @ 1 space/employee =

2 spaces

o Restaurant –
 2 employees @ 1 space/employee =
 Patron parking allowed to be on street =

2 spaces
0 spaces

o Residential –
 (30 units @ 1/unit) + (28 units @ 0.25/unit) =
 Shared use reduction (10%) =
 Total residential spaces =

37 spaces
(-3.7 spaces)
34 spaces

o Total Parking Required =

38 spaces

Based on the current design plans, there are 31 on-site parking spaces proposed in
conjunction with the proposed project. This would represent a 7 space (18.4%) deficiency
from the standard required number of parking spaces. And although it is our
understanding that up to 20% of parking spaces can be located off-site, as long as they
are within 1,400 feet of the project area, we feel there are unique circumstances to this
project that the City should consider when evaluating the proposed projects parking
requirements. These include the following –
•

•

•

•

As a mixed use building there is a natural offsetting of parking space usage
between the residential (generally require parking from afternoon through
morning) and the commercial uses (generally require parking from morning to
afternoon). Although the City allows for 10% reduction in the residential parking
calculation due to the shared use, there appears to be more potential here for
overlap that could allow for a further reduction in parking requirements.
As this proposed project is located on a gateway corridor into the City and is
within reasonable walking distance to a majority of the standard destinations for
urban living (grocery stores, pharmacies, etc.) it is reasonable to consider that
several of the units may not require an automobile; and therefore a parking space.
A variety of studies have shown that standard parking ratios is urban settings
actually require significantly less than the typical 1 parking space/unit or
bedroom. Ratios as little 0.75 spaces/unit have been utilized in urban
environments and helped create a better balance of site use and parking demands.
To further demonstrate the last point, the developer has recently completed a
similar scaled project here in Winooski located at 243 East Allen St. This multistory, residential apartment building has twenty-five (25) single bedroom and
studio style units, is fully rented and only has 18 parking spaces being occupied at
this time. This would equate to a 0.72 space/unit ratio.
There is also a significant amount of on-street parking on either side of Main
Street adjacent to this proposed project location and the design plans call for the
elimination of two existing curb cuts along Main St. and the expansion of the
existing street parking along the property frontage.

2

When reviewing these several mitigating factors, it appears that given the proposed
project location, the variety of uses and nature of the surrounding area, that the proposed
31 parking spaces should be sufficient to serve this project. We hope the board considers
all of these factors while evaluating the parking requirements for this project.
Should you have any questions about this review, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

Jeff
Jeffrey Olesky, P.E.
Cc:

CCE File #19053
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April 3, 2020
Via Email
Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning and Zoning Manager
City of Winooski
Re: City Gardens/355 Main Street Redevelopment – Parking Waiver Request Review
Eric,
Our office has reviewed the parking management plan and waiver request letter report prepared
Dagesse Company. Based on the information provided we have no concerns with the number of
proposed parking spaces being provided and believe this is adequate for the above referenced
project.
Based on the letter report our understanding is;
 The City of Winooski’s land use regulations require 48 total parking spaces (37 residential and
11 non-residential) for this development without TDM strategy reductions.
 The proposed project includes 31 total on-site spaces for residential and non-residential use.
The developers supporting data for the reduction includes;





TDM strategy observations used at existing developments that will be implemented at 355
Main St;
- Existing City Lights development: 10% residential parking reduction by utilizing
unassigned parking to create a “natural” vacancy rate. (shared parking)
- Existing City Lofts development: 68%-72% observed car registration rate per unit.
(proximity to public transit and urban amenities)
Mixed-use shared parking (commercial and cafe space)
Neighboring municipality parking regulations and Urban Land Institute background data

We have no concerns with the analysis methods provided for the waiver request.

Jonathan Rauscher
Director of Public Works

110 West Canal Street, Suite 202
Winooski, VT 05404-2109
802-846-4490
www.ccrpcvt.org

April 7, 2020
Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning and Zoning Manager
Winooski City Hall
27 West Allen Street
Winooski, VT 05404
RE: City Gardens/355 Main Street – Parking Waiver Review
Dear Eric,
As requested, the CCRPC has reviewed the parking waiver request submitted by Nathan Dagesse of the
Dagesse Company for the City Gardens/355 Main Street redevelopment. Generally speaking, we concur
with the documentation used to support the request.
In reviewing the request, the following noteworthy information was extracted:
•
•
•
•

The proposed redevelopment is going to be mixed uses (21 studio apartments, 9 one-bedroom
apartments, an office space, and a retail space) which takes advantage of lower residential
parking demand during the day when demand for commercial uses is higher.
The project is located on a GMT route adjacent to an existing stop and is a 5-minute walk to
downtown Winooski. The developer is also working with carshare and bikeshare programs to
make these options more available to residents.
City Lofts has a ratio of 0.68 vehicles per unit. The proposed City Gardens has a higher
proportion of studios when compared to City Lofts and yet has a proposed parking ratio of 1.03
vehicles per unit.
The proposed amount of parking is in line with recommendations from the Urban Land Institute
and zoning regulations or proposals in South Burlington and Winooski.

Based on our review of the request and the above information, the proposed 31 spaces for 30
apartment units, an office, and retail space has been reasonably justified. Please let us know if any of
the above information was incorrectly understood or you would like to discuss further. We appreciate
the opportunity to be of assistance to the city.
Sincerely,

Jason Charest, PE, PTP
Senior Transportation Planning Engineer

Cc:

Eleni Churchill, Transportation Program Manager, CCRPC
Regina Mahony, Planning Program Manager, CCRPC

#2017-263 Wetland Classification Report
Monday, July 15, 2019

9:19 AM

Please add this document to your land records for reference
Wetland is Class III: Please be advised that I have confirmed that you have one or more Class III wetlands on your
property. Class III wetlands are not protected under the Vermont Wetland Rules (VWR). No State Wetland
permit is required for activities occurring in Class III wetlands. This report outlines the reasons for this decision.
Because wetland character, size, and function can change over time, the Wetlands Program recommends seeking
a reevaluation of wetland status every 5 years, to avoid a potential violation of the VWR. If you disagree with this
decision you can petition for a formal wetland classification determination of Class II as outlined under the
petition section of this report. The following table(s) document the reasons for this decision.
1
Wetland Name:
Wetland Location:
Desktop Review
Only?

La Fountain and Le Clair Street, Winooski
Yes
No

Site Visit Date:

6/25/2019

People Present:

Tina Heath, Errol Briggs

Wetland is
Mapped:

Yes
No

Wetland is
contiguous to
mapped wetland:

Yes
No

Wetland was found
to meet the
following
presumption(s) of
significance:

Presumptions have not been assessed. Wetland meets classification by other means.
§4.6(a) over half an acre in size;
§4.6(b) contains woody vegetation and is adjacent to a stream, river, or open body of
water;
§4.6(c) contains dense, persistent non-woody vegetation and is adjacent to a stream,
river, or open body of water;
§4.6(d) is a vernal pool that provides amphibian breeding habitat;
§4.6(e) is a headwater wetland;
§4.6(f) adjacent to impaired waters and the impairment is related to wetland water
quality functions;
§4.6(g) the wetland contains a species that appears in the NNHP database as rare,
threatened, endangered or uncommon; or is a natural community type that is rare or
uncommon;
§4.6(h) has been previously designated as a significant wetland.

Sketch Map of

Classification Reports Page 1

Sketch Map of
general wetland
area (not a
delineation):
[Mapped wetland
in teal, hydric soils
in orange, advisory
wetlands in green,
wetland sketch in
light blue, area
reviewed in yellow]

Photo:

Preliminary
Classification:
Class III
justification:

Class II
Class III
Wetland is very small, isolated, and disturbed.

Wetlands Determination Petition Process
If you disagree with this report, you may request a formal determination of wetland classification, pursuant to
Section 8 of the VWR. To request a §8 formal determination of wetland classification, please fill out and submit
the petition form located on the Vermont Wetlands Program’s website “Permit Information” page. Formal
determinations are appealable pursuant to 10 V.S.A. § 917.
Pursuant to 10 V.S.A. chapter 220, any appeal of this decision must be filed with the clerk of the Environmental
Division of the Superior Court within 30 days of the date of the decision. The Notice of Appeal must specify the
parties taking the appeal and the statutory provision under which each party claims party status; must designate
the act or decision appealed from; must name the Environmental Division; and must be signed by the appellant or
their attorney.
In addition, the appeal must give the address or location and description of the property, project, or facility with
which the appeal is concerned; the name of the permittee; and any permit involved in the appeal. The appellant
must also serve a copy of the Notice of Appeal in accordance with Rule 5(b)(4)(B) of the Vermont Rules for
Environmental Court Proceedings. For further information, see the Vermont Rules for Environmental Court
Proceedings, available on line at www.vermontjudiciary.org. The address for the Environmental Division is: 32
Cherry Street, 2nd Floor, Suite 303, Burlington, VT 05401 (Tel. # 802-951-1740).

More Information is Available on the Wetlands Program Website
For more on state wetland permitting and how to apply for a permit visit the Wetlands Permit Information Page,
at http://dec.vermont.gov/watershed/wetlands/jurisdictional/permit-info
Classification Reports Page 2

at http://dec.vermont.gov/watershed/wetlands/jurisdictional/permit-info
For more on wetland classifications visit the Jurisdictional Wetland Page at
http://dec.vermont.gov/watershed/wetlands/jurisdictional
For more about Allowed Uses visit the Allowed Uses Page at http://dec.vermont.gov/watershed/wetlands/bmps
For more on wetland classification petitions and forms visit the Wetlands Permit Information Page, at
http://dec.vermont.gov/watershed/wetlands/jurisdictional/permit-info
To find a wetland consultant to help with applying for a permit or petitioning see our Wetland Consultant List
Page at http://dec.vermont.gov/watershed/wetlands/what/id/wetland-consultant-list

Other Wetland Permit Obligations
In addition, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulates the discharge of dredged and/or fill material,
including mechanized land clearing and grading, in all waters of the United States, including inland rivers, lakes,
streams and wetlands. For detailed information on Corps permits and regulations call (802) 872-2893. It is the
applicants responsibility to determine if your project also requires an Corps permit. In addition, your town may
have local regulations regarding wetland protection. Please call your town clerk to verify any local regulations.
Please add this document to your land records for reference
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EXISTING
05-Sep-18

Instructions:

ITE Trip Generation Rates - 9th Edition
Pass-by rates from ITE Trip Generation Handbook - 2nd Edition

Enter Expected Unit Volumes into Column 'M'

Notes on Color Coding at Bottom

(copyrights, Insitute of Transportation Engineers)
Description/ITE Code

ITE Vehicle Trip Generation Rates
Units

Resd. Condo/Townhouse 230
EXISTING

DU

(peak hours are for peak hour of adjacent street traffic unless highlighted)
Weekday
AM
PM
Pass-By AM In AM Out PM In PM Out
5.81

0.44

0.52

17%

83%

67%

33%

Expected
Units

Total Generated Trips
Daily

2.0

12
12

AM Hour PM Hour
1

1
1

AM In
0

1

RED Rates = CAUTION - Use Carefully - Small Sample Size
Green Rates = Peak Hour of Generator - (no peak rate for the rush hour of adjacent street traffic)
Blue Rates = Saturday Daily total - (no weekday daily rate)
Added to 9th Edition
*Pass-By % are Rates from Weekay PM Peak Period
*The Total Pass-By Trips will be Distributed: 50% IN / 50 % OUT
NA = Not Available
KSF2 = Units of 1,000 square feet
DU = Dwelling Unit
Fuel Position = the number of vehicles that could be fueled simultaneously
Occ.Room = Occupied Room

05-Sep-18

Total Distribution of Generated Trips
AM Out Pass-By
1

0

PM In
1

PM Out Pass-By
0

0

PROPOSED
05-Sep-18

Instructions:

ITE Trip Generation Rates - 9th Edition
Pass-by rates from ITE Trip Generation Handbook - 2nd Edition

Enter Expected Unit Volumes into Column 'M'

Notes on Color Coding at Bottom

(copyrights, Insitute of Transportation Engineers)
Description/ITE Code

ITE Vehicle Trip Generation Rates
Units

Resd. Condo/Townhouse 230
PROPOSED

DU

(peak hours are for peak hour of adjacent street traffic unless highlighted)
Weekday
AM
PM
Pass-By AM In AM Out PM In PM Out
5.81

0.44

0.52

17%

83%

67%

33%

Expected
Units

Total Generated Trips
Daily

9.0

52

AM Hour PM Hour
4

5

Total Distribution of Generated Trips
AM In
1

RED Rates = CAUTION - Use Carefully - Small Sample Size
Green Rates = Peak Hour of Generator - (no peak rate for the rush hour of adjacent street traffic)

AM Out Pass-By
3

0

PM In
3

PM Out Pass-By
2

0

PRE

POST

PRE

POST

DRYWELLS

DRYWELLS

Subcat

Reach

Pond

Link

Routing Diagram for STORM
Prepared by {enter your company name here}, Printed 2/19/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-12 s/n 05093 © 2014 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Type II 24-hr 10 YR Rainfall=3.19"

STORM
Prepared by {enter your company name here}

HydroCAD® 10.00-12 s/n 05093 © 2014 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Printed 2/19/2020
Page 3

Summary for Subcatchment PRE: PRE
[45] Hint: Runoff=Zero
Runoff

=

0.00 cfs @

0.00 hrs, Volume=

0.000 af, Depth= 0.00"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-Q, Time Span= 0.00-60.00 hrs, dt= 0.01 hrs
Type II 24-hr 10 YR Rainfall=3.19"
Area (ac)
1.170
1.170

CN
32

Tc Length
(min)
(feet)
5.0

Description
Woods/grass comb., Good, HSG A
100.00% Pervious Area
Slope
(ft/ft)

Velocity
(ft/sec)

Capacity
(cfs)

Description
Direct Entry, Tc

Type II 24-hr 10 YR Rainfall=3.19"

STORM
Prepared by {enter your company name here}

HydroCAD® 10.00-12 s/n 05093 © 2014 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Printed 2/19/2020
Page 2

Summary for Subcatchment POST: POST
Runoff

=

2.42 cfs @ 11.96 hrs, Volume=

0.128 af, Depth= 1.31"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-Q, Time Span= 0.00-60.00 hrs, dt= 0.01 hrs
Type II 24-hr 10 YR Rainfall=3.19"
Area (ac)
0.520
0.650
1.170
0.650
0.520

CN
98
32
61

Tc Length
(min)
(feet)
5.0

Description
Paved parking, HSG A
Woods/grass comb., Good, HSG A
Weighted Average
55.56% Pervious Area
44.44% Impervious Area
Slope
(ft/ft)

Velocity
(ft/sec)

Capacity
(cfs)

Description
Direct Entry,

Type II 24-hr 10 YR Rainfall=3.19"

STORM
Prepared by {enter your company name here}

HydroCAD® 10.00-12 s/n 05093 © 2014 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Printed 2/19/2020
Page 1

Summary for Pond DRYWELLS: DRYWELLS
Inflow Area =
Inflow
=
Outflow
=
Discarded =
Primary
=

1.170 ac, 44.44% Impervious, Inflow Depth = 1.31" for 10 YR event
2.42 cfs @ 11.96 hrs, Volume=
0.128 af
0.39 cfs @ 11.64 hrs, Volume=
0.128 af, Atten= 84%, Lag= 0.0 min
0.39 cfs @ 11.64 hrs, Volume=
0.128 af
0.00 cfs @ 0.00 hrs, Volume=
0.000 af

Routing by Stor-Ind method, Time Span= 0.00-60.00 hrs, dt= 0.01 hrs / 2
Peak Elev= 245.02' @ 12.13 hrs Surf.Area= 0 sf Storage= 1,555 cf
Plug-Flow detention time= 20.2 min calculated for 0.128 af (100% of inflow)
Center-of-Mass det. time= 20.2 min ( 771.8 - 751.6 )
Volume
#1
#2

Invert
242.80'
244.20'

Avail.Storage
2,050 cf
283 cf
2,333 cf

Elevation
(feet)
242.80
246.00

Cum.Store
(cubic-feet)
0
205

Elevation
(feet)
244.20
245.90

Cum.Store
(cubic-feet)
0
283

Device
#1
#2

#3

Routing
Discarded
Primary

Invert
242.80'
245.80'

Discarded

242.80'

Storage Description
Custom Stage Data Listed below x 10
Custom Stage Data Listed below
Total Available Storage

Outlet Devices
0.03 cfs Exfiltration X 10.00 at all elevations
20.0' long x 2.0' breadth Broad-Crested Rectangular Weir
Head (feet) 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 1.80 2.00
2.50 3.00 3.50
Coef. (English) 2.54 2.61 2.61 2.60 2.66 2.70 2.77 2.89 2.88
2.85 3.07 3.20 3.32
0.09 cfs Exfiltration at all elevations

Discarded OutFlow Max=0.39 cfs @ 11.64 hrs HW=242.83' (Free Discharge)
1=Exfiltration (Exfiltration Controls 0.30 cfs)
3=Exfiltration (Exfiltration Controls 0.09 cfs)
Primary OutFlow Max=0.00 cfs @ 0.00 hrs HW=242.80' (Free Discharge)
2=Broad-Crested Rectangular Weir ( Controls 0.00 cfs)

644250

644320

644390

644460

644530

644600

644670

644740

644810

4928670

644180

4928670

44° 29' 49'' N

4928320

4928320

4928390

4928390

4928460

4928460

4928530

4928530

4928600

4928600

44° 29' 49'' N

73° 10' 42'' W

73° 11' 12'' W

Soil Map—Chittenden County, Vermont

44° 29' 35'' N

644250

644320

644390

644460

644530

Map Scale: 1:3,020 if printed on A landscape (11" x 8.5") sheet.

N

Meters
240
Feet
0
100
200
400
600
Map projection: Web Mercator Corner coordinates: WGS84 Edge tics: UTM Zone 18N WGS84
0

40

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

80

160

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

644600

644670

644740

644810
73° 10' 42'' W

644180
73° 11' 12'' W

44° 29' 35'' N

4928250

Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

1/6/2017
Page 1 of 3

Soil Map—Chittenden County, Vermont

MAP LEGEND
Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)
Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons
Soil Map Unit Lines
Soil Map Unit Points
Special Point Features
Blowout
Borrow Pit
Clay Spot
Closed Depression
Gravel Pit
Gravelly Spot
Landfill
Lava Flow
Marsh or swamp

MAP INFORMATION
Spoil Area
Stony Spot

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:15,800.

Very Stony Spot

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Wet Spot

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed
scale.

Other
Special Line Features
Water Features
Streams and Canals
Transportation
Rails
Interstate Highways
US Routes
Major Roads
Local Roads
Background
Aerial Photography

Mine or Quarry

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.
Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)
Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.
This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.
Soil Survey Area: Chittenden County, Vermont
Survey Area Data: Version 19, Sep 15, 2016

Miscellaneous Water
Perennial Water

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Rock Outcrop

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:
2011

Saline Spot
Sandy Spot

Aug 28, 2010—Oct 8,

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Severely Eroded Spot
Sinkhole
Slide or Slip
Sodic Spot

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Soil Map—Chittenden County, Vermont

Map Unit Legend
Chittenden County, Vermont (VT007)
Map Unit Symbol

Map Unit Name

AdA

Adams and Windsor loamy
sands, 0 to 5 percent slopes

AdD

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI
17.7

91.9%

Adams and Windsor loamy
sands, 12 to 30 percent
slopes

0.0

0.0%

AgD

Agawam fine sandy loam, 12
to 30 percent slopes

0.4

2.2%

Fu

Fill land

1.1

5.9%

19.2

100.0%

Totals for Area of Interest

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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SOIL TEST PIT LOGS

By: Graham Tidman

Method: Backhoe

Others Present: Daniel Heil

Job Number / Name: 2016‐68; Handy‐Winooski

Date /Weather: December 12, 2019 / 20 degrees, sunny

Test
TP‐1

Test
TP‐2

Test
TP‐3

Test
TP‐4

Depth
0 – 8”
8 – 17”
17 – 24”
24 – 30”
30 – 50”
50 – 60”

Color
5YR 3/3 (DRK REDDISH BRN)
5YR 4/3 (REDDISH BRN)
5YR 4/3 (REDDISH BRN)
5YR 4/3 (REDDISH BRN)
5YR 4/2 (REDDISH BRN)
5YR 4/1 (REDDISH BRN)

Texture
L
FSL
LS
COS
CL
SIC

Structure
SG
SG
SG
SG
MA
MA

Consistence
L
L
L
L
FR
FI

Water Ledge Redox

Depth
0 – 9”
9 – 15”
15 – 31”
31 – 39”
39 – 60”

Color
10YR 3/3 (DRK BROWN)
10YR 4/6 (DRK YELLOW BRN)
10YR 4/4 (DRK YELLOW BRN)
10YR 4/3 (BROWN)
10YR 4/2 (DRK GRAY BROWN)

Texture
L
FSL
FSL
SL
S

Structure
SG
SG
SG
SG
SG

Consistence
L
L
L
L
L

Water Ledge Redox

Depth
0 – 32”
32 – 44”

Color
10YR 4/2 (DRK BROWN)
10YR 4/1 (DRK GRAY)

Texture
CL
C

Structure
MA
MA

Consistence
FR
FI

Water Ledge Redox

Depth
0 – 8”
8 – 15”
15 – 29”
29 – 51”
51 – 64”

Color
10YR 3/3 (DRK BROWN)
10YR 4/6 (DRK YELLOW BRN)
10YR 4/4 (DRK YELLOW BRN)
10YR 4/3 (BROWN)
10YR 4/2 (DRK GRAY BROWN)

Texture
L
FSL
LS
S
COS

Structure
SG
SG
SG
SG
SG

Consistence
L
L
L
L
L

30”
18”
NONE

60”

44”

NONE 54”

NONE 32”

Water Ledge Redox

64”

NONE 42”

Test
TP‐5

Depth
0 – 10”
10 – 36”
36 – 48”

Color
10YR 3/3 (DRK BROWN)
10YR 4/4 (DRK YELLOW BRN)
10YR 4/1 (DRK GRAY)

Texture
L
SL
C

Structure
SG
SG
MA

Consistence
L
L
FI

Water Ledge Redox

36”

NONE 36”

Single Head Method - Perc Test #1
Reservoir Cross‐sectional area in cm2
(enter "35.22" for Combined and "2.16" for Inner reservoir):
Enter water Head Height ("H" in cm):
Enter the Borehole Radius ("a" in cm):
Enter the soil texture‐structure category (enter one of the below numbers):

35.22
7
3
4

Steady State Rate of Water Level Change ("R" in cm/min): 11.0000
Res Type 35.22
H
7
a
H/a
a*
C0.01
C0.04
C0.12

3
2.333
0.36
0.991
1.04
1.014

C0.36 1.014
C 1.014
R #####
Q 6.457

α*=

0.36

C=
Q=

1.013901

Kfs =

cm ‐1

6.457
1.43E‐02 cm/sec
8.56E‐01 cm/min
1.43E‐04 m/sec
3.37E‐01 inch/min
5.62E‐03 inch/sec

pi 3.142
2
Φm = 3.96E‐02 cm /min

Dan Heil
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

John Audy <JAudy@winooskivt.gov>
Thursday, November 21, 2019 10:52 AM
David Burke; Liam Keating
Dan Heil; Darcy Handy <darcyhandy@hotmail.com> (darcyhandy@hotmail.com)
RE: 2016-98: Winooski

Dave,
This meets the access requirements and as AHJ we would accept this. I do not see that a hydrant has been drawn…. That
is something we have requested throught the many versions of this we have seen.
Thanks

From: David Burke <dwburke@olearyburke.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2019 4:21 PM
To: John Audy <JAudy@winooskivt.gov>
Cc: Dan Heil <dheil@olearyburke.com>; Darcy Handy <darcyhandy@hotmail.com> (darcyhandy@hotmail.com)
<darcyhandy@hotmail.com>
Subject: 2016‐98: Winooski
John: As a follow‐up to your request of a turn‐around per NFPA to serve the Lafountain Road Project we are proposing a
conforming turn‐around which will first require a Boundary Line Adjustment with the parcel to the South.
We trust the attached is satisfactory to you and are seeking your e‐mail confirmation prior to proceeding with the
necessary Boundary Line Adjustment to allow for a conforming “T” type turn‐around with 30’ radii and appropriate
lengths. If you have any questions, I can be reached at 878‐9990. Thank you.
David W. Burke
O’Leary‐Burke Civil Associates, PLC.
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Memorandum
TO:

Development Review Board

FROM:

Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning & Zoning Manager

RE:

64 LaFountain Street Planned Unit Development – Subdivision General
Standards & Requirements

DATE:

March 19. 2020

As part of the City’s Unified Land Use and Development Regulations, the City classifies Planned
Unit Developments (PUD) as a major subdivision. As such, the standards identified in Section 6.2
– Subdivision, Part H outlines the general standards to be followed for this submission. Below is
an outline of those standards with staff discussion on how the standards are being met.
Additionally, the applicant has provided a narrative with their application that outlines how the
project meets the standards. This submission is provided as a preliminary plan and will require a
final plan submission before the DRB can take formal action.
SECTION 6.2 SUBDIVISIONS
H.

General Standards.

All land to be subdivided shall be suitable for the intended use and proposed density of
development. The subdivision shall not result in undue adverse impacts to public health and
safety, the natural environment, neighboring properties and uses, or the character of the area in
which it is located. Subdivision applications shall be reviewed for compliance with the following
standards:
1.

Development Density. The allowed density of development within a subdivision shall be
calculated by dividing the total land area to be subdivided, excluding existing and proposed
road rights-of-way, by the minimum lot size specified for the zoning district(s) in which the
subdivision is located (see Article II), except as modified for planned unit developments
under Section 6.3.
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Total area of the property is just over one acre at 1.16 acres, which includes a lot line adjustment.
The development density in this zoning district Residential B (R-B) District is 2 units per lot,
regardless of configuration. The minimum lot size in the R-B District is 7,500 square feet. Based
on the total area, divided by the minimum lot size, multiplied by the total allowable density, the
resulting number of units permitted in this proposed Planned Unit Development would be 12. The
applicant is proposing 9 units.
2.

Existing Site Conditions. Subdivision layout and design, to the extent physically feasible,
shall incorporate and avoid undue adverse impacts to significant natural, historic and scenic
resources identified from the Winooski Municipal Development Plan, maps and related
inventories, or through site investigation in accordance with Section 4.8, the Historic
Structure Section of Design Review in Section 4.4, and other relevant sections of these
regulations.

Additional information related to wetlands or vernal pools has been included based on a request
from the DRB for further investigation. A Class III wetland has been identified on the property and
is discussed in the associated documentation.
3.

Winooski Municipal Development Plan & Regulations. Subdivisions shall conform to
clearly stated policies and objectives in the Winooski Municipal Development Plan as most
recently amended, other provisions of these regulations, adopted capital improvement
programs, and other city bylaws, ordinances and regulations in effect at the time of
application.

The City of Winooski’s Unified Land Use and Development Regulations (effective August 07, 2017)
classify Planned Unit Developments (PUD) as a Major Subdivision under Section 6.2 D. 2. c. As
such, the proposal is allowable and will need to be in compliance with both the subdivision
regulations and the PUD regulations as outlined in the code.
4.

District Settlement Patterns. A subdivision shall be designed and configured to reflect the
desired settlement pattern for the zoning district(s) in which it is located, as defined under
Article II and the Winooski Municipal Development Plan. To this end, the following standards
shall apply to subdivisions within respective zoning districts:
a.

Residential Zoning Districts. Subdivision within this district shall be designed and
configured to reinforce a compact residential, pedestrian scale and pattern of
development. Lots and building envelopes shall be sized and located to maintain a
consistent building line and streetscape along roads, and to maintain privacy in the
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rear. Subdivisions in this district also shall be designed to incorporate, extend, or
connect to existing roads, sidewalks and utility corridors. Sidewalks and other
pedestrian facilities shall be provided where physically feasible; new roads in these
districts shall be designed to maximize pedestrian and bicycle safety and circulation.

The proposed PUD consists of 9 single-family units throughout the property. The zoning of the
property is Residential – B (R-B) which permits single-family and two-family dwellings by right.
The type of dwelling units proposed with this development are consistent with the R-B zoning
district and the setbacks are consistent with the requirements of the district.
The sketch plan shows the units accessed by a private road, which will connect LaFountain Street
via an existing curb cut. The private road will act as a cul-du-sac and not connect to other roads
within the City. The preliminary plan includes a sidewalk along the western side of the new
roadway. This sidewalk connects to the existing sidewalk along LaFountain Street.
5.

Lot Layout. Lots and lot layouts shall be configured to:
a.

be suitable for their intended use, for subsequent development (building lots) or for
public use or common open space areas;

b.

conform to desired district settlement patterns, as required under Subsection H.4;

c.

meet minimum lot size and density requirements under Article II, except as modified
for planned unit developments under Section 6.3;

d.

avoid irregularly shaped lots (e.g., with curves, jogs, dog-legs, etc.), unless warranted
due to topographic or other physical site constraints, or to minimize the
fragmentation of natural, scenic or cultural resources under Section 4.8.

Since the proposal is a Planned Unit Development, no individual lots are identified.
6.

Building Envelopes. The designation of building envelopes to limit the location of
structures, parking areas, and associated site improvements to one or more portions of a
lot shall be required for all subdivided lots, as shown on the subdivision plat. The location,
size and shape of each building envelope shall be established in accordance with these
regulations, including zoning district requirements under Article II, and resource protection
standards under Section 4.8. The DRB also may require the identification of specific building
locations (footprints) if, in its judgment, such information is needed to determine
conformance with these regulations.
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Since the proposal is a Planned Unit Development, no building envelopes are proposed, however
general building footprints are identified as part of the overall layout of the PUD. There are also
general building footprints identified for detached garages that will serve each individual unit.
7.

Survey Monuments. The locations of all proposed permanent surveying monuments and
corner markers, as required under the Rules of the Board of Land Surveyors, shall be
identified on the final subdivision plat. The DRB may also require that the corner points of
designated building envelopes be marked on the ground with iron pins and identified on the
final subdivision plat.

No new lots are being created with this proposal; however, a boundary line adjustment is being
requested. Based on Section 6.4 of the ULUDR, lot line adjustments can be permitted
administratively as long as no new or non-conforming lot is created. Any boundary adjustment
must be prepared by a Vermont licensed surveyor and recorded in the City’s land records. This
updated survey would require new survey monuments to be established. For reference, the
boundary adjustment is not being considered by the DRB as it can be approved administratively.
The adjustment would need to be made prior to the issuing of any zoning permits.
8.

Landscaping & Screening. Landscaping and screening shall be provided, in accordance with
Section 4.7.

Landscaping and screening is identified along the perimeter of the lot. This includes trees and a
hedgerow to buffer the adjacent properties on the east side of the project. The development also
includes landscaping associated with each unit. The information related to landscaping is included
on Sheet 4 of the submission.
9.

Energy Conservation. Subdivision design and layout, to the extent physically feasible,
should encourage energy efficient design by:
a.

Locating and orienting sites (e.g., building lots, envelopes) to maximize southern
exposures where available, and solar access for solar energy and heating systems.

b.

Clustering development (e.g., building lots, envelopes) to minimize road and utility
line extensions and to allow for group net-metering.
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c.

Incorporating existing topography, natural vegetation and landscaping to provide
wind breaks, seasonal shade and solar access, and to reduce building heating and
cooling needs.

Energy conservation techniques have been noted in the project narrative. In addition, LED lighting
has been proposed for the streetlights as noted on Plan Sheet 8.
10.

Common Open Space Areas. The location, size and shape of lands set aside to be preserved
and managed as common open space areas shall be suitable for their intended purpose and
use and approved by the DRB, in accordance with Section 4.8.

Common space has been identified behind buildings 1 and 2. This includes planter boxes for use
as a community garden or similar function, and a table. There is also open space around each
unit and an area of open space at the end of the private drive.
11.

Stormwater Management and Erosion Control. Temporary and permanent stormwater
management and erosion control measures shall be used during all phases of subdivision
development as necessary to limit surface runoff and erosion, protect water quality and to
avoid damage to downstream properties in conformance with Section 4.15. In addition,
building envelopes, driveways, road and utility corridors shall be located to minimize site
disturbance on steep slopes (15% or more) and, to the greatest extent feasible, avoid site
disturbance on very steep slopes (25% or more) in accordance with Section 4.8.

Stormwater management is proposed to be handled on-site through infiltration measures and
drywells. There are ten 600-gallon storage chambers proposed for the site. These storage
chambers are connected to building downspouts and inlets along the street to contain runoff from
the project. For reference, the City’s stormwater conveyance system is located in LaFountain
Street, but the project does not propose a connection to this system.
12.

Access & Driveways. Access to the subdivision and to individual lots within the subdivision
shall at minimum meet the requirements of Section 4.2 (Access) and the relevant sub-parts
of Section 4.12 (Parking), and the following:
a.

All lots created after the effective date of these regulations that are intended for
development must meet minimum applicable frontage requirements along public
road rights-of-way for the district(s) in which they are located unless modified or
waived by the DRB for planned unit development under Article IX. The DRB may also
reduce or waive district lot frontage requirements for:
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i.

minor (up to three lot) subdivisions accessed by a shared driveway; or

ii.

lots that will be maintained in perpetuity as undeveloped open land to be used
only for passive outdoor recreation or resource conservation.

The minimum frontage for the R-B Zoning District is 75 feet. The proposed PUD has approximately
130 feet of frontage along LaFountain Street. The plan shows the individual units being served
by a private road. Based on the City’s Unified Land Use and Development Regulations, the private
road will need to be built to City specifications (Section 4.2 F.). In addition, the private road is
permitted within the City’s regulations. An extension to this road is proposed to provide a turna-round as requested by the Winooski Fire Department. A correspondence from the Winooski Fire
Department is included with the submission. This request is facilitating the boundary line
adjustment as noted under item 7.
b.

Access permits, as required under Section 4.2, are required prior to filing an
application for final subdivision review.

c.

Access to a subdivision shall conform to adopted state or municipal access
management plans and capital improvement plans. Planned highway and access
improvements, including proposed rights-of-way, shall be incorporated in
subdivision design. Right-of-way reservations may be required as necessary to
accommodate planned improvements.

Plans identifying any right-of-way that will be dedicated to the City or any specific permits related
to increasing the size or dimensions of the curb-cut related to access will need to be approved by
the City’s Public Works Department prior to development.
13.

Driveways. Driveways serving minor subdivisions of three or fewer lots shall meet the
requirements of Section 4.2 and the Winooski Public Works Specifications in effect at the
time of application. For the purposes of these regulations, driveways serving four or more
lots shall be considered development roads subject to the requirements of Subsection H.14.

More than three lots/dwellings are proposed therefore item 14 will apply.
14.

Development Roads. The following road standards shall apply to all rights-of-way serving
or accessing four or more lots. Roads shall be considered private roads until such time as
they are accepted by the City of Winooski as a public road in accordance with adopted city
road policies, ordinances and state statutes.
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a.

Layout. To promote safety, to facilitate traffic flow and emergency vehicle access,
and to protect significant resources, roads shall, to the extent physically feasible, be
laid out to:
i.

Provide a right-of-way for access to adjacent lots for future development.

ii.

Follow existing linear features where physically feasible (e.g., utility corridors,
tree and fence lines), and meet other requirements for the protection of
identified resource and hazard areas under Section 4.8.

iii.

Logically relate to topography, following contour elevations, to minimize the
amount of cut and fill required and to maintain reasonable finished grades and
safe intersections.

iv.

Extend or connect to existing or planned roads adjoining the subdivision,
under joint agreement or in common or public ownership.

The project proposes a 20-foot-wide private road. This roadway will need to be built to City
standards as identified by the Public Works Department. Details on the road construction are
included on Plan Sheet 4.
15.

Improvements. The proposed subdivision shall not unduly burden town or state highways,
including roads and intersections in the vicinity of the project. Any highway access,
drainage, lane, or other infrastructure or traffic control improvements necessitated by the
proposed subdivision shall be paid for and installed by the applicant, unless otherwise
approved by the DRB in consultation with the City Council or state highway officials. The
DRB also may require as conditions of approval, as necessary to ensure compliance with
these regulations:
a.

Performance bonding or other form of surety acceptable to the City Council to ensure
that required road, intersection and related infrastructure improvements are installed
as approved by the DRB.

b.

The phasing of development in relation to planned state or municipal transportation
infrastructure improvements included in adopted capital improvement programs.

c.

A development agreement approved by the City Council governing the timing,
installation and any agreed upon cost-sharing arrangements between the subdivider
and the city or other affected property owners.
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The project will increase traffic (through vehicle trips) which will impact the existing roads. The
specific impacts, however may be minimal based on existing conditions. The applicant has
provided trip generation information for existing and proposed conditions. Based on discussions
with the Public Works Director, capacity on LaFountain Street can accommodate the existing trips
without the need for mitigation measures.
16.

Names, Signs and 911 Locator Numbers. Road names shall be approved by the Winooski
City Council as part of the subdivision process. Approved road names and assigned 911
locator numbers for each parcel shall be clearly depicted on the final plat, and identified on
signs approved by the ZA.

Addressing will be coordinated with E911 to ensure consistency with road names and numbers.
17.

Transit Facilities. The DRB may require that subdivisions located on existing or planned
transit routes, including school bus routes, incorporate a sheltered transit or bus stop in
subdivision design.

No transit facilities are located along LaFountain Street. The closest existing transit stop is at the
corner of Main Street and LaFountain Street, which is approximately 700 feet away. No transit
facilities are proposed with this development.
18.

Public Facilities & Utilities. The DRB shall find that the proposed subdivision does not create
an undue burden on existing and planned public facilities in accordance with Section 4.16.
The applicant and DRB may consult with appropriate municipal and school officials and
emergency service providers to determine whether adequate capacity exists to serve the
subdivision.

A water and wastewater allocation request from the applicant will identify any issues related to
capacity for water and wastewater service. Specific information from the school may be
necessary to gauge potential impacts due to the proposed development, however based on the
number of units the impacts may be minimal. The Winooski Fire Department is requesting a fire
hydrant be located at the end of the private road (as noted in the correspondence in the agenda),
therefore this request should be included for consideration by the DRB.
19.

Legal Requirements.
a.

Common open space areas may be held in common ownership or in separate
individual ownership from contiguous parcels. At minimum, land designated as
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common open space areas shall be indicated with appropriate notation on the final
subdivision plat. In addition, the DRB may consider, as required for long-term
protection:
i.

A restriction prohibiting the further subdivision of a conserved lot or other
protected open space area, as noted on the final plat and in accompanying
legal documentation.

ii.

The dedication of such land, either in fee or through a conservation easement
approved by the DRB, to the municipality, an owners’ association comprised
of all present or future owners of subdivided lots, the applicant, and/or a
nonprofit conservation organization with the demonstrated capacity and
qualifications to manage conservation easements.

b.

The applicant shall provide documentation and assurances that all required
improvements, associated rights- of-way and easements, and other common lands
or facilities will be adequately maintained in accordance with an approved
management plan, either by the applicant, an owners’ association, or through other
legal means acceptable to the DRB. Draft management plans and documentation
must be submitted with the application for final subdivision review, for approval by
the DRB. The DRB may forward submitted documentation to the City Council and City
attorney for review. All legal documents, as approved by the DRB, shall be filed in
the land records of the City in association with recording the final subdivision plat.

c.

All required improvements shall be constructed to approved specifications in
accordance with a construction schedule approved by the DRB. The DRB may require
the issuance of a Certificate of Compliance to ensure that all such improvements are
completed prior to the issuance of zoning permits for the subsequent development
of subdivided lots.

Legal documents, including information related to homeowner’s associations, easements, rightof-way information, and similar documents will be provided and reviewed prior to any final
approvals. Discussions regarding the preliminary plan may impact the details necessary to
complete these documents therefore none are provided at this time. The applicant may provide
additional detail if necessary.

Memorandum
TO:

Development Review Board

FROM:

Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning & Zoning Manager

RE:

64 La Fountain Street Planned Unit Development – Standards & Requirements

DATE:

March 19, 2020

The City of Winooski received an application for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for property
located at 64 LaFountain Street. The applicant proposes nine units to be built on approximately
one acre of land. The following is an analysis of the project as it relates to the standards for PUDs
as outlined in the City’s Unified Land Use and Development Regulations. The standards for PUDs
are included in Section 6.3 E. Parts A thru D of Section 6.3 provide general information on process
and application requirements, however there are no specific standards included for review and
consideration, therefore this analysis starts with Part E. The applicant has provided a narrative
with their submission that includes responses to these standards. This information should be used
to evaluate the proposal and identify any additional information that may be necessary for the
Development Review Board to consider when a final plan is submitted.
SECTION 6.3 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
E.

Standards: The following requirements shall be met for the DRB to approve a PUD:
1.

The proposed PUD shall include only those uses Permitted by right or a Conditional
Use in the district in which the proposed use would be located.

The proposal is for single family detached units which are allowed by right in the Residential B
Zoning District.
2.

The proposed PUD shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the Winooski
Municipal Development Plan currently in effect, the purpose of the zoning district(s)
in which it is located, and all applicable regulations not modified through PUD review
and approval.
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The goals of the municipal development plan promote infill development where appropriate at a
scale that is consistent with surrounding development. The Residential B Zoning District’s purpose
is to, “accommodate a safe, livable, and pedestrian friendly residential neighborhood with
moderately higher density development than the R-A and an inviting streetscape.
3.

The proposed PUD shall comply with the Site Plan standards of Section 6.6, the Conditional
Use standards of Section 6.7 if applicable, and the Subdivision standards of Section 6.2.H if
applicable.

Information related to Section 6.2 H is included in the applicant’s narrative and the staff memo
associated with this information. No conditional uses are proposed. A site plan is included as part
of the application submission.
4.

The proposed PUD shall present an environmentally sensitive, effective and unified
treatment of the site(s), that:
a.

locates development on the most developable portions of the site(s), and excludes
from development environmentally sensitive areas in accordance with Section 4.8 of
these regulations, and preserves, to the extent feasible, natural and scenic qualities
of open space, and the historical quality of existing buildings (in accordance with
Section 4.4.E of these regulations);

There are no significant environmentally sensitive or historic buildings on the property. A Class III
wetland was identified, however Class III wetlands are not protected by the State of Vermont. A
wetland classification report is included with the application submission. Refer to the applicant’s
narrative and plan submission for additional information.
b.

is compatible with planned patterns and densities of development for the zoning
district(s) in which it is located, including building type, site layout, and pedestrianscale and orientation while minimizing site disturbance and infrastructure
development costs as best as possible;

The surrounding neighborhood is developed primarily with single family homes. The lot sizes vary,
however since this is proposed as a Planned Unit Development, the overall lot size will not be
reduced resulting in development on a lot that is just over one acre in size. Refer to the applicant’s
narrative and plan submission for additional information.

PUD Standards & Requirements
Section 6.3
March 19, 2020
Page 3 of 4

c.

provides the minimum rear setback required for the zoning district in which the PUD
is located along the periphery of the project, and landscaping within the setbacks to
maintain district character and to minimize adverse physical or visual impacts from
adjoining properties and uses; and

The applicant is proposing a 15-foot setback around the entire perimeter of the project, which is
the maximum setback in this zoning district. Refer to the applicant’s narrative and plan submission
for additional information.
d.

integrates vehicular, bicyclist and pedestrian circulation with neighboring properties
and public rights-of-way, and incorporates adequate parking and access in
accordance with Sections 4.2 and 4.12 of these regulations.

A private road is being proposed with a five-foot-wide sidewalk that will connect to the existing
sidewalk along LaFountain Street. The new roadway does not connect to any other public or
private street. The Residential B Zoning District requires two parking spaces per unit. These spaces
are accommodated in the garages and driveways. Two dedicated guest spaces are specifically
identified, and additional parking may be accommodated on street. Refer to the applicant’s
narrative and plan submission for additional information.
5.

The proposed PUD shall provide such public and nonpublic improvements as may be
determined by the Board to conform with the Winooski Municipal Development Plan.

The project proposes connections to the City’s water and wastewater systems. Stormwater will be
contained on-site. Refer to the applicant’s narrative and plan submission for additional
information.
6.

If needed, the proposed PUD shall specify reasonable periods within which development of
each phase of the PUD may be started and shall be completed.

The development is proposed as a single phase. Refer to the applicant’s narrative and plan
submission for additional information.
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7.

If waivers are needed and requested by the Applicant, grant one or more waivers of the lot
size, frontage, and setback dimensional requirements, otherwise applicable under this
Ordinance, if the nature of all requested waivers is necessary in order to implement the PUD
purposes as listed in Section 6.3.A.

No waivers are being requested with this project.
8.

If public infrastructure is proposed, require as a condition of PUD Approval that the applicant
furnish to the City security to assure the proper development of the PUD according to the
standards, conditions, and restrictions specified by the DRB.

Water and wastewater infrastructure will be connected to the City’s existing facilities, therefore
these will need to be approved, as appropriate, by the City prior to installation. Refer to the
applicant’s narrative and plan submission for additional information.

Planning & Zoning

The City of Winooski
27 West Allen St.
Winooski, Vermont
802 655 6410
winooskivt.org
Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning & Zoning Manager
evorwald@winooskivt.org

February 26, 2019
Daniel Heil, PE, Project Engineer
O'Leary-Burke Civil Associates, PLC
13 Corporate Drive
Essex Junction, VT 05452
RE:

64 LaFountain Street DRB Sketch Plan Comments

Dear Mr. Heil;
At their regular meeting on February 21, 2019, the City of Winooski’s Development Review Board
discussed a sketch plan for a nine unit Planned Unit Development for the property located at 64
LaFountain Street. The following summary of comments is being provided in accordance with the City
of Winooski’s Unified Land Use and Development Regulations, Section 6.2 I. 4. This section requires
the City to provide that applicant with information and comments that:
a.
b.
c.

d.

Indicates whether the subdivision as proposed would be reviewed as a minor or major subdivision,
or planned unit development, and outlines the associated review process;
Indicates whether the proposed subdivision generally conforms to these regulations, or will
require modifications to conform to the regulations;
Identifies specific areas of concern to be addressed in subdivision application, including potential
impacts to adjoining property owners, significant natural or scenic resources, municipal roads
and infrastructure, and community facilities and services;
Recommends additional information, studies or supporting documentation to be submitted with
the application for subdivision review.

Based on the discussion at the meeting, the Development Review Board recommended that the applicant:
1.

Address all the comments from the Development Review Board’s follow-up letter dated
November 19, 2018 that pertain to items not addressed with the updated sketch plan. This includes
outreach to emergency services; information on soils and the potential for wetlands or vernal pools;
capture of stormwater; and any other issues that may be normally addressed with a preliminary
plan submission.

2.

Provide information on any street lighting that may be incorporated with the plans. This should
include illumination rates to ensure light is not spilling off the property. Lighting details will be
required to review height, cutoffs, and other specific information to ensure compliance with
Section 4.10 of the City’s Unified Land Use and Development Regulations.

3.

Provide information on utilities such as electric, cable, and telecommunications. This should
include locations of any mechanical equipment that may be associated with these utilities.
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Screening related to this equipment may also be necessary as identified in Section 4.11 of the
City’s Unified Land Use and Development Regulations.
In addition to the comments listed, the Development Review Board voted 5 – 0 in favor of the submission
of a preliminary plan as a separate submission in advance of a final plan. The Development Review Board
will consider the preliminary plan submission at the next available meeting following the submission of
all required documents and fees associated with the submission. These requirements are outlined in
Section 6.2 J. Additionally, this meeting will be warned for a public hearing to take comments and
testimony on the record, therefore adequate notification will be necessary to advertise the hearing and
inform adjacent property owners.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or need clarification on any of this information.
Regards,

Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning & Zoning Manager
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The City of Winooski
27 West Allen St.
Winooski, Vermont
802 655 6410
winooskivt.org
Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning & Zoning Manager
evorwald@winooskivt.org

November 19, 2018
Daniel Heil, PE, Project Engineer
O'Leary-Burke Civil Associates, PLC
13 Corporate Drive
Essex Junction, VT 05452
RE:

64 LaFountain Street DRB Sketch Plan Comments

Dear Mr. Heil;
At their regular meeting on November 15, 2018, the City of Winooski’s development review board
discussed a sketch plan for a nine unit Planned Unit Development for the property located at 64
LaFountain Street. The following summary of comments is being provided in accordance with the City
of Winooski’s Unified Land Use and Development Regulations, Section 6.2 I. 4. This section requires
the City to provide that applicant with information and comments that:
a.
b.
c.

d.

Indicates whether the subdivision as proposed would be reviewed as a minor or major subdivision,
or planned unit development, and outlines the associated review process;
Indicates whether the proposed subdivision generally conforms to these regulations, or will
require modifications to conform to the regulations;
Identifies specific areas of concern to be addressed in subdivision application, including potential
impacts to adjoining property owners, significant natural or scenic resources, municipal roads
and infrastructure, and community facilities and services;
Recommends additional information, studies or supporting documentation to be submitted with
the application for subdivision review.

Based on the discussion at the meeting, the Development Review Board recommended that the applicant:
1.

Submit a preliminary and final plan for this project as it will be reviewed as a Planned Unit
Development, which is classified as a major subdivision in the City’s Unified Land use and
Development Regulations.

2.

Contact the Department of Public Works to identify the standards and specifications related to the
construction of the road to ensure it complies with all City requirements. Additionally, the
applicant should discuss any specifications that may limit the City from taking this over as a public
road if a future need arises.

3.

Contact the City’s emergency service providers including the Fire Department to ensure the design
and layout of the roadway can accommodate the multiple apparatus that are used by these
departments.
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4.

Provide additional information regarding the soils in and around the development. Past evidence
has indicated that this area has the characteristics of being a wetland or area with multiple, small
vernal pools. Additional data related to the infiltration and drainage capacity of these soils should
be provided. It may be appropriate to engage the services of a wetlands scientist or similar expert
to evaluate and report on these conditions.

5.

Consider design and engineering that would convey stormwater to the City’s existing collection
and conveyance system.

6.

Include sidewalks along the roadway to provide separation and pedestrian facilities instead of
striping on the roadway.

7.

Include additional parking within the development to accommodate visitors or other off-street
parking needs such as snow removal that may arise.

8.

Consider the orientation of units 1 and 2 as identified on the sketch plan. These two units are
located along LaFountain Street with the rear of the structure facing LaFountain Street. It may be
more appropriate to rotate or reorient these units so they front on LaFountain Street to continue
the pattern of other structures along the roadway.

9.

Maintain the minimum 15-foot setback where possible around the perimeter of the property and
request relief only where necessary to achieve the development pattern that can meet the needs of
the applicant while being sensitive to the concerns of the surrounding property owners.

10.

Apply for all necessary state permits prior to submission of the final plan for review. Additionally,
provide any correspondences with state agencies indicated that state permits are not required.

The Development Review Board will consider the preliminary plan submission at the next available
meeting following the submission of all required documents and fees associated with the submission.
These requirements are outlined in Section 6.2 J. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions
or need clarification on any of this information.
Regards,

Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning & Zoning Manager

PUBLIC HEARING
WINOOSKI DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
A public hearing will be held at Winooski City Hall; 27 West Allen Street; Winooski, Vermont
05404 on Thursday, March 19, 2020 beginning at 6:30 p.m. to consider the following:
Planned Unit Development – Preliminary Plan Review: 64 LaFountain Street
Applicant has submitted a zoning permit application to develop a Planned Unit Development
(PUD) at 64 LaFountain Street containing 9 dwelling units.

PUDs are permitted in the

Residential B (R-B) Zoning District and require approval from the Development Review Board
before a zoning permit can be issued. A PUD is considered a major subdivision and requires a
preliminary plan review and final plan review. The standards for PUDs are outlined in Section
6.3 of the City’s Unified Land Use and Development Regulations. The Development Review
Board will hold a public hearing to solicit comments on the preliminary plan for the PUD.
Decisions of the Development Review Board can be appealed by “interested persons” (as
defined by 24 V.S.A. §4465) to the Environmental Division of the Vermont Superior Court.
Questions or comments can be directed to Eric Vorwald, AICP, City of Winooski Planning &
Zoning Manager by calling 802.655.6410 or visiting Winooski City Hall at 27 West Allen Street
during normal business hours. Information related to the conditional use request can also be
viewed at Winooski City Hall during normal business hours.
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NOTES
1.

UTILITIES SHOWN DO NOT PURPORT TO CONSTITUTE OR REPRESENT ALL
UTILITIES LOCATED UPON OR ADJACENT TO THE SURVEYED PREMISES.
EXISTING UTILITY LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL FIELD VERIFY ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS. ALL DISCREPANCIES SHALL BE
REPORTED TO THE ENGINEER. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT DIG SAFE
(888-344-7233) PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION.

2.

PROPERTY LINE INFORMATION IS APPROXIMATE AND BASED ON EXISTING TAX
MAP INFORMATION. THIS PLAN IS NOT A BOUNDARY SURVEY AND IS NOT
INTENDED TO BE USED AS ONE.

3.

SITE INFORMATION IS BASED ON A FIELD SURVEY PERFORMED BY CIVIL
ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC JANUARY 2020. CIVIL ENGINEERING
ASSOCIATES, INC. SURVEY ORIENTATION IS "GRID NORTH", VERMONT
COORDINATE SYSTEM OF 1983 (HORIZONTAL) AND NAVD88 (VERTICAL)
ESTABLISHED FROM GPS OBSERVATIONS ON SITE.

5.

ALL OTHER SITE INFORMATION IS BASED UPON ORTHOMETRIC PHOTOGRAPHY .
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Memorandum
TO:

Development Review Board

FROM:

Eric Vorwald, AICP
Planning & Zoning Manager

RE:

Conditional Use Request – 9 George Street

DATE:

March 19, 2020

In accordance with Section 6.7 of the City of Winooski’s Unified Land Use and Development
Regulations (effective August 07, 2017), the following information is being provided regarding the
conditional use request of Gregory Pajala. The applicant is requesting to establish a detached
cottage on an existing lot located at 9 George Street. The lot is currently developed with a singlefamily home. This is a resubmission of a similar request that was reviewed by the Development
Review Board at their regular meeting on October 17, 2019. For reference, the request for the
conditional use was denied. This submission is intended to address the concerns from the
Development Review Board that were noted on October 17th.
The property at 9 George Street is located in the Residential B (R-B) Zoning District. The maximum
density permitted in this zoning district is two units per lot. The development of a detached cottage
is listed as a conditional use in the City’s Unified Land Use and Development Regulations (ULUDR).
Conditional use approval may only be granted by the Development Review Board upon findings
that the proposed development shall not result in an undue adverse effect on any of the following
standards.
The following standards shall be evaluated by the Development Review Board when considering
applications for conditional use. These standards are intended to help the Development Review
Board gauge the impacts on the community. These standards are intended to inform the discussion
and help establish conditions that may be appropriate if approval is granted.
1.

The Capacity of Existing or Planned Community Services or Facilities

The applicant and DRB shall consider the demand for community services and facilities resulting
from the proposed development in relation to the available capacity of existing and planned
community services and facilities. Community facilities and services that may serve a proposed
development include schools, emergency services, municipal water supply and wastewater
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treatment, public parks and trail networks, and public utilities as identified from the Winooski
Municipal Development Plan, an adopted municipal capital improvement program, or through site
investigation.
a.

Available capacity shall be determined through consultation with municipal and state
officials having jurisdiction over affected services and facilities, and consideration of any
duly adopted municipal capital budget and program in effect.

b.

Conditions will be imposed as necessary to ensure that the demand for community facilities
or services does not exceed available capacity. Such conditions may include the phasing of
development, the installation of facilities or improvements by the developer as required to
serve the proposed development, and the submission of a development agreement,
performance bond, or other surety, as approved by the City Council, for the installation of
such facilities or improvements.

Relationship to Standard
This project proposes the development of a detached cottage on an existing lot. The ULUDR notes
that a detached cottage cannot be greater than 1,000 square feet of finished habitable floor area,
therefore the overall size would be limited. The applicant proposes a detached cottage that would
be approximately 960 square feet on two floors (480 square feet per floor). The City has adequate
water and wastewater capacity to serve the proposed detached cottage. The applicant has
provided site plans that indicate parking on-site to accommodate the minimum requirements for
the uses in this zoning district without exceeding the maximum lot coverage. For reference, the
maximum lot coverage in this zoning district is 50%.
2.

The Character of the Area Affected

The applicant and DRB shall consider the location, scale, type, density and intensity of the proposed
development in relation to the character of the area affected, as defined by zoning district purpose
statements and specifically stated and relevant policies and standards of the Winooski Municipal
Development Plan.
a.

Mitigation measures shall be employed by the applicant as necessary to avoid undue
adverse impacts to the character of the area. These measures may include site plan or
building design modifications; increased setback distances, buffers, or screening; the
designation of building envelopes to minimize impacts to significant natural, historic or
scenic resources or other measures acceptable to the DRB.
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Relationship to Standard
George Street is primarily developed with small lots that generally have single family homes. The
detached cottage would be similar in nature to other properties that have accessory structures
such as sheds or garages. Although they can be slightly larger, the detached cottage would
generally fit in with this development pattern.
In some instances, screening or other
accommodations may be appropriate based on adjacent properties.
3.

Traffic on Roads and Highways in the Vicinity

Evaluated in terms of increased demand for parking, travel during peak commuter hours, safety,
contributing to congestion, as opposed to complementing the flow of traffic and/or parking needs.
a.

Conditions shall be imposed as necessary to mitigate undue adverse impacts to existing and
planned road and intersection improvements, levels of service (LOS) and volume-tocapacity (v/c) ratios. Rather than focusing on incremental and often inconsequential
changes between different levels of service, the v/c measure provides information on
whether capacity of an intersection is being fully utilized and recognizes that areas intended
for additional development will have an impact on traffic congestion that cannot be wholly
avoided, nor should it be for a thriving urban environment. In addition, LOS measures quality
of service of a transportation facility from a driver’s perspective based on how quickly
vehicles can move through an intersection, and this is not necessarily the best measure for
safety and adequacy of roadways for bicyclists and pedestrians. Such conditions may
include the phasing of development in relation to planned highway improvements, traffic
management strategies including transportation demand management strategies, or
physical improvements to the road network required to serve the proposed development,
to be paid for and installed by the applicant, and the submission of a development
agreement, performance bond, or other surety as approved by the City Council, for the
installation of such improvements.

Relationship to Standard
George Street is a public roadway that generally acts as dead-end street as the western end
terminates into a parking lot that is owned by the Winooski School District. The addition of a
detached cottage would require one additional off-street parking area to accommodate the use,
which is identified on the site plan. George Street is a narrow residential street that permits onstreet parking. At the October 17, 2019 meeting of the Development Review Board on this request,
the adjacent property owners noted concerns about traffic and parking along George Street. No
formal studies or inventories have been conducted by the City to determine the current on-street
parking conditions.
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4.

Bylaws in Effect

The applicant and DRB shall consider whether the proposed development complies with all
municipal bylaws and ordinances in effect at the time of application, including other applicable
provisions of these regulations and the Municipal Development Plan. No development shall be
approved in violation of existing municipal bylaws and ordinances.
a.

Conditions may be imposed by the DRB as necessary to ensure compliance with municipal
bylaws and ordinances. Certificates of occupancy for an approved project shall not be issued
until all required municipal, state and federal permits have been obtained.

Relationship to Standard
Based on the Unified Land Use and Development Regulations the proposed use of “Detached
Cottage” is listed as a conditional use in the R-B Zoning District. Since the proposed use is
consistent with the ULUDR related to size, location, setbacks, and lot coverage, there are no
identified conflicts between the current ULUDR and this proposal. This does not prohibit the DRB
from imposing conditions that are reasonable to ensure the proposed detached cottage does not
adversely impact the community or the surrounding neighborhood.
5.

The Utilization of Renewable Energy Resources

The proposed development shall not interfere with the sustainable use of renewable energy
resources, including access to, or the direct use or future availability of such resources.
a.

Conditions may be imposed as necessary to ensure long-term access, use, and availability
of such resources onsite or on adjoining properties.

Relationship to Standard
No renewable energy generation or development is proposed with this project.
Performance Standards
In addition to the standards identified above for evaluation of conditional uses, projects are
expected to be consistent with performance standards that are identified in the Unified Land Use
and Development Regulations. The Development Review Board can use the performance
standards to identify specific conditions of approval including:
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a.
b.
c.

Require documentation that proposed uses, processes, or equipment will comply with
applicable performance standards
Require increased setback distances and buffers from property lines
Reasonably limit hours of operation

Performance standards are identified in the Unified Land Use and Development Regulations in
Section 4.13. There are nine items to consider including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Noise
Vibration
Glare, Lights and Reflections
Fire, Explosives and Safety
Smoke, Fly Ash, Dust, Fumes, Vapors, Gasses and Other Forms of Air Pollution
Heat, Cold, Moisture, Mist, Fog or Condensation
Liquid or Solid Waste and Refuse
Electromagnetic Radiation
Radioactivity and Other Hazards

Since this application is for a conditional use of a detached cottage for residential use, many of
these performance standards are already being addressed or do not apply. Impacts to these
standards that account for the existing development should be considered when determining
appropriate conditions for the proposed use.
Other Considerations
In addition to the information above, the Development Review Board may consider the following
items in their discussions or when identifying conditions of the development. These items include:
•
•
•
•

Additional screening for parking
Overall orientation of the building in relation to neighboring properties
Require parking that is independent and accessible for residents of the cottage
Require additional parking if appropriate and can be accommodated

Conclusion/Recommended Action
The Development Review Board should review the above information and the documents included
in the application and discuss the conditional use request for the detached cottage at 9 George
Street.

PUBLIC HEARING
WINOOSKI DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
A public hearing will be held at Winooski City Hall; 27 West Allen Street; Winooski, Vermont
05404 on Thursday, March 19, 2020 beginning at 6:30 p.m. to consider the following:
Conditional Use Approval: 9 George Street
Applicant has submitted a zoning permit application to establish a detached cottage at 9
George Street. Detached cottages are listed as a conditional use in the Residential B (R-B)
Zoning District and require approval from the Development Review Board before a zoning
permit can be issued. Conditional use review is outlined in Section 6.7 of the City’s Unified
Land Use and Development Regulations. The Development Review Board will hold a public
hearing on this request before rendering a decision. Decisions of the Development Review
Board can be appealed by “interested persons” (as defined by 24 V.S.A. §4465) to the
Environmental Division of the Vermont Superior Court.
Questions or comments can be directed to Eric Vorwald, AICP, City of Winooski Planning &
Zoning Manager by calling 802.655.6410 or visiting Winooski City Hall at 27 West Allen Street
during normal business hours. Information related to the conditional use request can also be
viewed at Winooski City Hall during normal business hours.

