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Key Points
• Followed up from the May
focus group meetings
• Sent out via web link with
424 unique responses
and specific question
responses between 170
and 200 individuals.
• Survey was not intended
to be “statistically valid”,
but rather informative to
the overall process. It is
but one data point within
the process.
• Results included openended comments that
help inform responses to
questions.
• Results suggest a strong
preference for
encouraging better
connectivity within the
ETC, an emphasis on
relating structure to
people, preserving
important views, keeping
the refocusing the town
center on a mix of uses
and encouraging the ETC
to feel unique.

Community Survey Summary
As a follow-up to the May 20th, 2017 focus group discussion, the ETC Next project
distributed a community web survey. Working closely with Town staff, the consulting
team translated the focus group questions into correlated inputs suitable for the web.
The survey was quite long (171 questions), taking upwards of 20 minutes to complete.
The bulk of the survey was the visual preference questions. Despite the length of the
survey, a total of 424 people went to the site. About 43 percent of those who started the
survey completed its; suggesting survey takers either skipped around questions or fell off
at the beginning. Given the nature of the survey (not statistically valid) and its purpose to
be informative to the process, all responses to each question have been included in the
summary. Generally, most questions had between 170 and 225 responses. Survey
questions also allowed open-ended comments which have been summarized via “word
cloud” analysis; extraction of frequently-used words or phrases from the pool of openended responses.
Nearly all (96 percent) of respondents were Essex residents and most (64 percent) have
lived in Essex for more than 10 years. About 30 percent live within the ETC, but many (8
percent) were “not sure” if they did. This last point is suggestive that where the ETC is
somewhat allusive.
Only a small percentage of respondents (5 percent) owned or operated a business in the
ETC.
The two big areas of questioning related to how the ETC functions today and how it might
function in the future.
ETC Today – what are the things that are working in the ETC today? What needs to be
fixed? Is the scale and design of existing structures appropriate?
ETC Tomorrow – what needs to be changed to position the ETC for the future? How
should Route 15 be address in the future? What design character is best for the ETC for
housing, retail, commercial, parking and site/landscape? This segment of the discussion
also included a visual preference survey that addressed a variety of architectural and site
planning elements.
Important results are summarized below. The full analysis report from the survey is
attached.

ETC Today
RETAIL – Most respondents (56 percent) visited the ETC at least several times a week
with 18 percent visiting daily. When visiting, respondents overwhelming visit for shopping
(95 percent), dining (65 percent) and movies (63 percent). According to most
respondents (47 percent), the
retail experience “needs
improvement”. For a sizable
percentage (39 percent), retail is
“meeting my needs”. Comments
from these questions suggest a
desire for more “options”,
concerns about the impact of
traffic, the need for more dining
and concerns about empty stores
and storefronts.

Essex Town Center Master Plan

RESIDENTIAL – Respondents were again split about residential uses and housing.
About 40 percent indicated that it “meets my needs”, while slightly more (42 percent)
didn’t’ know or thought the question was not applicable. As noted early, only about 30
percent of the respondents live within the ETC. This suggests that whether housing is
suitable or not is influenced by this. Comments for this question pondered whether
housing was affordable enough, the concerns about adding more residential and
generating traffic and what sort of housing options might be available.
RECREATION – This question generated a rather diffuse response with a slight majority
of respondents
(37 percent)
suggesting
recreation met
needs.
Comments from
the respondents
suggested that
more paths, better
bicycle
connections,
connection to
Indian Brook and
better bike
facilities might be
appropriate.
INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL – Respondents felt that either the commercial uses
within the ETC meet needs (33 percent) or were unsure (50 percent). Comments
suggested concerns about empty business, broader concerns about jobs and businesses
within Essex and Comments and the relationship between such uses with places like
Sand Hill.
TRANSPORATION AND CIRCULATION – Interestingly, about 36 percent of
respondents felt the existing transportation system was adequate to meet needs. A
nearly equal percentage felt “improvements” were needed. In review of comments
provided to this question, many felt that traffic concerns going forward will be important
to address with an evolving town center. Some expressed safety concerns, the need for
bus/transit and some pondering about the timing for the Circumferential Highway.
PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY –About 59 percent of respondents felt that connectivity
for pedestrians either needs improvement or didn’t meet needs. Respondents felt that
improving walkability along Route 15 and bike accommodation was important.
HISTORIC RESOURCES – The majority of respondent (61 percent) indicated that
historic resources are an important part of the existing character of the ETC. Additionally,
it was architecture (37 percent) and open space (27 percent) that most people felt
contributed to the historic resource. Concerns about architectural design and
compatibility with identified historic resources was raised by some as was the importance
of views and open lands.
DESIGN AND SCALE – Respondents were asked a series of questions related to
design and scale of existing structures within the ETC. Most respondents felt that the
height of existing structures within the ETC were neither too tall nor too short and that
they were not too bulky or out of scale. Like the focus group discussion, comments
around these questions suggested that, once again the conditions within the ETC are not
consistent; some raised concern about the outlet area (too big, etc.), some concerns
about the design of newer structures, etc. Within the existing Town Center area, the
bulk of structures was of
concern. Many respondents
(64 percent) felt that
existing structures “relate or
fit well together” within the
ETC. Comments noted
spotty outcomes, the need
for more continuity and
blending of design forms
and a greater emphasis on
design in general.
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ETC Tomorrow
ROLE OF THE ETC – Respondents were asked what “role” the ETC should play in the
land development scenario for Essex. Like the focus group results, survey responses
were spread across the four options with “Shopping and Entertainment District” as the
most selected. Comments also affirmed that the town center area is the highlight, that
traffic related to growth in important to consider and that a mix of uses is likely.

ROUTE 15 – Respondents were asked what the highest priority for Route 15 should be.
For a majority, the priority is to assure that cars move through the corridor as efficiently
as possible. Comments focused squarely on addressing traffic congestion and flow
while not forgetting the needs of people and businesses.

NON-MOTORIZED CONNECTIVITY – Respondents were asked what the highest
priority for non-motorized connectivity. No one clear majority opinion emerged, with
respondents spread out among the options. The choice with the most responses was to
make “enhancing the connectivity between the ETC and other parts of Essex” a priority.
Comments suggested the need for better bicycle accommodation, linkages to existing
trails, completing sidewalk segments, safety for crossing and pedestrians, etc.
RECREATION – Respondents were asked whether recreational improvements should
be focused at the neighborhood scale or be more “destination” focused – encouraging
people to come into the area. A sizeable majority of respondents (61 percent) felt that
recreation should be a
mix of neighborhood and
destination. Comments
suggested things like
indoor pools and
recreational venues
combined with pocket
parks, open spaces were
appropriate. A focus on
local needs was also
emphasized by some.
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RETAIL – Also similarly to the discussion around recreation, respondents were asked
what the focus for retail should be. A similar majority (64 percent) felt that a mix of local
and destination retail was appropriate. Respondents felt that a greater emphasis on
local retail was desirable; serving the area. A greater emphasis on dining was also
suggested by some, emphasizing local food verses national chains.
OPEN SPACE AND VIEWS – Not surprisingly, the preservation of open space and
views as a high priority for two-thirds of respondents. Comments on this question
emphasized view corridors, views of Mt. Mansfield, a balance of space and the
importance of these consideration to the people of Essex.
VISUAL PREFERENCE – As noted above, the bulk of the questions within the survey
related to a visual preference survey. Respondents were shown a variety of images for
residential, retail, parking, office/commercial, sidewalk/streetscape, parks/recreation and
trails/bicycle/pedestrian elements. Respondents were asked how appealing each of
these images were. The attached survey data summarizes the responses for each
image.
This information is intended to inform the conversation about what types of architectural
character, scale, form, mass, style, etc. most strongly resonates with the community. Such
preferences are often very subjective and do not necessarily factor in all the context
surrounding the images.
What the consulting team will consider in these results some of the general trends in the
data that we observed:
1. A emphasis in design on less “boxy” forms, use of gabled roofs, more defined entry
points to buildings
2. The use of more “traditional” materials such as brick, clapboard, stone
3. Greater variety (less “cookie cutter”) in design. Less “flash” in design – not too big or
out of scale
4. A preference for more “local” flavor in design and land use – less “chains” or at least
the appearance of “chains”
5. An affinity for Vermont forms (farmhouse, barn), but not everywhere – feels rural
6. A desire for higher “quality” of the design – not cheap or fake looking
7. Articulation in adjacent buildings – not a monotonous roofline or façade
8. The buffering of pedestrians from cars in parking lots and use of landscaping
9. A concern about the design of garages…can they look good
10. Inclusion of human scale for architecture. Entry ways, seating, etc.
11. Wider paths and trees for comfort, accommodations for various forms of mobility and
accessibility
12. Creating more functional open spaces for gathering an emphasis on people in
relationship to structure, providing shade and make it as inviting as possible for all
ages
13. Inclusion of water as a part of open space – pond
14. Concerns about maintenance and keeping things looking good
15. Improving safety of pedestrians -separating them from cars, addressing commuters
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Key Points
• Focus group provided a
quick “snapshot” of
perspectives
• Participation was not high,
but those who did attend
were actively engaged
• Followed up with a
broader survey to get
additional inputs
• Results suggest that
connectivity within the
ETC will be important,
design will need to
respond to views and
Route 15/traffic will need
to be considered.

Community Focus Group Recap
On May 20th, ETC NEXT conducted a focus group workshop at the Essex in Essex,
Vermont. About 25 participants attended the event. Most (over 70 percent) participants
had lived in Essex for more than 10 years, did not live within the ETC (63 percent) and did
not run a business within the ETC. Most (61 percent) did visit the ETC “several times a
week” for shopping, services, dining and entertainment.
Over the course of the 4-hour focus group discussion, two major topic areas were
explored:
ETC Today – what are the things that are working in the ETC today? What needs to be
fixed? Is the scale and design of existing structures appropriate?
ETC Tomorrow – what needs to be changed to position the ETC for the future? How
should Route 15 be address in the future? What design character is best for the ETC for
housing, retail, commercial, parking and site/landscape? This segment of the discussion
also included a visual preference survey that addressed a variety of architectural and site
planning elements.
The key results from the focus group are summarized below. The complete results are
attached.

ETC Today
RETAIL – 79 percent of respondents thought retail “needed improvement”. Comments
included a lack of “local” retail and the mediocre quality of the retail experience.
RESIDENTIAL – Again a substantial proportion (67 percent) of respondents felt that the
existing residential uses “need improvement”. Addressing housing affordability and a
lack of housing diversity were comments during this discussion.
RECREATION – Focus group respondents were less consistent with regards to
Recreational uses within the ETC. A modest percentage (23 percent) felt recreation was
adequate, but 67percent felt recreation either “didn’t meet needs” or “needed
improvement”. Comments included the lack of some connections, now organized outdoor
recreational spaces and a lack of inside recreation space.
INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL – A sizable percentage (65 percent) of respondents felt
the commercial uses within the ETC “need improvement”. Comments included a lack of
more professional services commercial uses and the design of such structures.
TRANSPORATION AND CIRCULATION – 65 percent of respondents felt the
transportation and circulation within the ETC “need improvement”. Comments included
issues of traffic congestion and too many curb cuts.
PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY – A large (74 percent) of respondents felt the
pedestrian facilities within the ETC “need improvement”. No respondents felt that
pedestrian circulation “meet my needs”. Comments included concerns about crossings,
lack of bicycle accommodation and missing/inadequate sidewalks.
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HISTORIC RESOURCES – Most (65 percent) of respondents felt that the historic
resources within the ETC are an important part of its character. Additionally, about 50
percent of respondents felt that it was architecture that best defined the historic
character within the ETC. Comments noted that the architecture changes within the ETC
and that newer structures have been more diverse in architectural expression.
DESIGN AND SCALE – Respondents were asked a series of questions related to
design and scale of existing structures within the ETC. The results captured many
perspectives, with respondents generally feeling that the height of existing structures
within the ETC were neither too tall nor too short and that they were generally too bulky
or out of scale. Comments around these questions suggested that, once again the
conditions within the ETC are not consistent. Within the existing Town Center area, the
bulk of structures was of concern. Respondents were split (52 percent to 48 percent) as
to whether the existing structures “fit well” together.

ETC Tomorrow
ROLE OF THE ETC – Respondents were asked what “role” the ETC should play in the
land development scenario for Essex. Responses were spread across the four options
with “Shopping and Entertainment District” as the most selected. Comments during this
question suggested that a blend of roles is appropriate – growth center, transportation
hub and residential with continuation of shopping and entertainment. A greater focus on
local businesses, professional services and more diverse options as heard.
ROUTE 15 – Respondents were asked what the highest priority for Route 15 should be.
Again, the consensus was mixed with the small group, with about 1/3 of respondents
prioritizing either encouraging motorists to stop and take advantage of ETC shopping and
businesses or establishing a greater emphasis on regional transportation. Comments
ranged widely, but many respondents felt that maintaining flow of traffic along Route 15
was important given the high volumes.
NON-MOTORIZED CONNECTIVITY – Respondents were asked what the highest
priority for non-motorized connectivity. Nearly half of respondents felt that “enhancing
the connectivity between the ETC and other parts of Essex” as a priority. Comments
suggested the need for better bicycle accommodation, linkages to existing trails,
completing sidewalk segments, etc.
RECREATION – Recreation was identified as an important part of the land use plan for
the ETC. Respondents were asked whether recreational improvements should be
focused at the neighborhood scale or be more “destination” focused – encouraging
people to come into the area. A large majority (83 percent) felt that recreation should be
a mix of neighborhood and destination. Comments suggested things like indoor pools
and recreational venues combined with pocket parks and playgrounds were appropriate.
RETAIL – Similarly to the discussion around recreation, respondents were asked what
the focus for retail should be. Again, a majority (55 percent) felt that a mix of local and
destination retail was appropriate. Respondents felt that a greater emphasis on local
retail was desirable.
OPEN SPACE AND VIEWS – The preservation of open space and views as a high
priority for 71 percent of respondents. During discussion on this question, participants
felt that maintaining view corridors should be an important consideration in future land
development.
VISUAL PREFERENCE – Respondents were shown a variety of images for residential,
retail, parking, office/commercial, sidewalk/streetscape, parks/recreation and
trails/bicycle/pedestrian elements. Respondents were asked how appealing each of
these images were. General results for each element are discussed below:
Residential – For single-family forms the more traditional style was generally
preferred - 2 stories, gabled roofs, porches, less emphasis on garages, consistent
setbacks from road with lawn and landscaping. More contemporary forms were less
appealing in general, particularly in multi-family.
Retail – Traditional, smaller-scale retail forms were more often considered
appealing by responders. This included more urban forms with defined entry points,
brick etc.
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Parking – Respondents generally felt that parking areas broken up by landscaping
with good paths were more appealing. Discussion of parking garages suggested
concern about aesthetics.
Office/Commercial – Respondents were favorable to more “office park” forms and
forms where the design relates more to the context. Large boxes with little
articulation were generally unappealing.
Sidewalk and Streetscape – Respondents were very favorable to sidewalks which
had some separation between the roadway, more visible accommodation for bicycles
and defined crossing points. The use of brick or pavers in denser areas was
appealing to many.
Parks and Recreation – Respondents appealed towards forms with a greater
emphasis on gathering rather than more active recreation. The use of natural
features and materials was also well regarded.
Trails, Paths and Bicycle- Pedestrian Improvements – Multi-use paths were
positively responded to by many with bicycle accommodation highlighted. On-road
bicycle facilities were not as favorable.
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Town of Essex Development Regulations Summary
S. Murray, Front Porch Community Planning & Design

Reviewed
Essex Zoning Regulations (February 2017)
Official Subdivision Regulations for the Town outside the Village of Essex (February 2017)
Essex Official Zoning Map (Feb 2017)
Scenic Resource Protection Overlay District Map (Feb 2017)
Overview
Bylaws. The Town of Essex has adopted separate zoning and subdivision regulations, both most recently amended in February 2017 to
incorporate new scenic overlay protection standards. These do not include or reference bylaws for the Village of Essex Junction, which are
separately adopted and administered by the village.
•

The town’s zoning and subdivision regulations, which date respectively from 1972 and 1979, are generally representative of more
“conventional” bylaws that regulate the type, pattern and density of development by zoning district. These have been amended over
the years, however, to accommodate and promote mixed use and other forms of planned development – including specific forms of
planned unit development (PUD), as defined under the regulations. The zoning regulations also incorporate site, building and
infrastructure design review standards as applied within specified zoning and overlay districts.

•

In addition to regulating the type, pattern and density of development, the town’s subdivision regulations also incorporate “residential
phasing requirements,” tied to the town’s sewer allocation policy and ordinance, which regulate the rate of population growth and
residential development in town, outside the village. Under related targets, 80% of new housing is to occur within designated growth
areas within the sewer core – including no more than 20 units per year for any single development within the sewer core area (up to 25
for affordable housing), and no more than 5 units per year for any single development outside of this area (subject to adjustment by the
Planning Commission).

Review Process. Most proposed development in town requires review and approval by the Essex Planning Commission or Board of Adjustment,
in association with a warned public hearing.
•

The Planning Commission is responsible for site plan, subdivision, planned unit development and design review under the regulations.
The Board of Adjustment hears appeals and conditional use applications. Some types of development require review from both panels,
as specified under the regulations and coordinated by staff.
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•

The creation of a Development Review Board (DRB) to hear all applications has been considered by the town, but has not yet been
enacted locally.

•

Applications for most types of development, including all commercial development, are also reviewed by the Essex Public Works and
Fire Departments under separate standards and ordinances.

Regulations within the Project Area
Town Center Master Plan (1991). The 1991 Town Center Master Plan recommended a number of bylaw changes intended to implement the
master plan, including the development of a new town center in the vicinity of Butlers Corners. Many, but not all, of these recommendations
were incorporated under subsequent bylaw amendments, as summarized below:
Recommended Regulatory Actions (1991)

Retain Agricultural-Residential (AR) zoning west of
Butlers Corners
Rezone area east of Butlers Corners, to implement
mixed use, design guidelines (frontage, height, setback,
scale, etc.) on RT 15 setback
Combine Butlers Corners with Lang Farm north of CCCH
to form a Mixed Use Development-Center (MXD-C)
District
Consider making MXD-C District a TDR “receiving” area
for the transfer of density from sending areas
Rezone area north, south of Center Road from B-2 to R
(residential, home occupation); to avoid strip
development along RT 15
Rezone Essex Center wetlands to Conservation (C1)
District; add buffer standard
Rezone Essex Center B-2, B-3 Districts to Village District;
20,000 SF lots, neighborhood commercial, multi-family
in historic structures
Retain R-2 in rest of the area (in vicinity of Essex Center)
Rezone northern portion of “Golden Triangle”, part of
land on Old Stage Road, land east of Towers Road to

Current Regulations (2017)

Area outside of the sewer core area is currently zoned Low Density Residential (R1); along VT 15 as
Mixed Use Development-PUD (MXD-PUD)
In addition to Business Design Control Overlay District; development within the MXD-C District
“should be reviewed in accordance with the 1991 Town Center Master Plan” and associated district
development standards standards); mixed-use PUDs (PUD-Mus) are also encouraged
Small portion of proposed district (south of VT15/ Center Road to Carmichael Rd) is zoned as Mixed
Use Development-Commercial (MXD-C); excludes Lang Farm (MXD-PUD)
No program enacted for the transfer of development rights (TDRs)
Proposed district along VT15 reduced in size, to exclude MXD-PUD (Lang Farm). Includes High
Density Residential (R3) north of VT15; Residential-Business (RB) south of VT15
Wetlands included in expanded Center (village) District; state, town wetland regulations likely
preclude their development; wetland protection under zoning (2008).
Historic Essex Center incorporated in an expanded Center (CTR) District (e.g., to include wetlands to
the north); generally conforms to plan south of VT15; 10,000 SF lot, MFD (max 4 DUs) only in
historic structures; development “should be reviewed in accordance with the Town Center Master
Plan (1991)”
Area (within sewer core area) remains largely R2
Currently zoned Low Density Residential (R1); no specific siting standards, but residential PUDs
(PUD-R) are encouraged in this district, for creative design
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Recommended Regulatory Actions (1991)

AR; include siting standards for buildings
Rezone new town park, Towers Road, to O1 (open rec)
Redesign phasing plan, sewer allocation formula, to
include incentives for affordable housing
Add erosion control measures under site plan review
Expand Design Control District to include MXD-C and
Village Districts; modify design control provisions

Current Regulations (2017)
Area zoned as Open Recreation (O1), Floodplain (C2)
Phasing incentive added for affordable housing (+5 additional units/yr); also under PUD incentives
Erosion control addressed under Stormwater Ordinance
Business Design Control Overlay District applies to both MXC-D and Village Districts; incorporates
specific standards for each’ 1991 Town Center Master Plan referenced as applicable to the MXD-C
District.

Zoning Districts. There are nine zoning districts within the project area, including four predominantly residential districts, three mixed use
districts, and two overlay districts:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Low Density Residential (R1)
Medium Density Residential (R2)
High Density Residential (R3)
Residential-Businesses (R-B)
Center (CTR)
Mixed Use Development-Commercial (MXD-C)
Mixed Use Development-Planning Unit Development (MXD-PUD)
Business Design Control Overlay (B-DC)
Scenic Resource Protection Overlay (SRPO)

These are depicted on the Official Zoning Map, and summarized in more detail in attached tables. Of particular note:
•

Seven of the districts, including the Business Design Control Overlay District, incorporate properties along VT15. Two – the Low Density
Residential (R1) and Scenic Resource Protection Overlay (SRPO) Districts– do not.

•

All districts, except for the Low Density Residential District (R1), are located within the town’s designated “Sewer Core Area” (defined
sewer service area). The R1 District includes much of the remaining, undeveloped land in the project area (northern portion of the
Golden Triangle).

•

Higher densities of residential development are allowed within all districts within the Sewer Core Area, including single-family, twofamily and multi-family dwellings, group homes, congregate housing and residential care facilities –though conditional use review may
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be required for multi-family development in some districts. Multi-family dwellings (up to 4 units) are allowed only within existing historic
structures in the Essex Center (CTR) district. Planned residential development (PUD-R) is encouraged in all residential districts.
•

The intent of the Residential-Business (R-B) District, a predominantly residential district located along VT 15, is to allow for home
business and office development that preserve its residential character, minimize traffic and congestion, and avoid strip development –
but congregate housing, multifamily dwellings, and larger retail establishments (>2,000 SF) are also allowed, subject to conditional use
review.

•

The Center (CTR) District encompasses Essex Center, and is intended to preserve its traditional historic role, character and pattern of
development. Development within this district is to be reviewed in accordance with the 1991 Town Center Master Plan. Related district
design standards are incorporated under the Business-Design Control Overlay District, as it applies to this district (Table 2.16 (E)).
Essentially these require that new building features (e.g., height, roof shape, orientation, spacing, setbacks, windows, architectural
details, building materials) be “compatible with” predominate district patterns and building features.

•

The Mixed Use Development-Commercial District (MXD-C), intended in 1991 as the new town center (through renamed as a
commercial district), specifically references the 1991 Town Center Master Plan. Mixed use planned development (PUD-MU) is
encouraged in this district. All development in the district, including planned development, must “reflect guidelines set forth in the
Town Center Master Plan (1991)” which call for the creation of a compact, pedestrian-friendly multi-use center for the town – to include
a common, community focal points and a greenway along VT Route 15. Associated standards also relate the square footage of
residential to nonresidential development, based on the gross floor area of each. Improved open space is limited to ten percent of a
parcel (excluding a required 75-foot setback from VT 15). The Business-Design Control Overlay District also applies to development
within this district.

•

The Mixed Use Development-Planned Unit Development District (MXD-PUD) applies largely to existing and planned Lang Farm
development south of Carmichael Road and VT15 to the town/village border. The portion north of the CCCH (VT 289), which includes
the Essex Outlets, was never rezoned for incorporation in the planned Essex Town Center, as recommended in the 1991 Town Center
Master Plan; and the master plan is not referenced in this district. The MCD-PUD incorporates several “subzones” as mapped (Table
2.13) – including a Retail Business (B1) District that covers the Outlets, encourages planned commercial development (PUD-C) and also
allows for multi-family residential development. This district also includes mixed use (MXD) and medium density residential (R2)
subzones south of VT 289; and the Business-Design Control Overlay District also applies to development within this district.

•

The Business Design Control Overlay District – originally intended to focus on design principles applicable to the Essex Center area, as
referenced in the 1986 report “Historic Preservation and Design Control Standards for Essex Center and Fort Ethan Allen” – now applies
to development within several districts along VT 15 within the project area, as noted above. Accordingly, basic design standards are also
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defined for other affected districts, including the MXD-C and Center (CTR) Districts, each of which also reference the 1991 Town Center
Master Plan. Design requirements generally cover relationship to adjoining properties, site treatment and landscaping, building
orientation and design, parking and signs. Architectural styles are not restricted.
•

The new (2017) Scenic Resource Protection Overlay (SRPO), as mapped, includes scenic resource areas, road segments and views within
the project area, largely north of VT15 along Old Stage Road and Towers Road, in the Low Density (R1) Residential District. Properties
fronting directly on VT 15, including properties within the MXD-C and CTR Districts, are largely excluded from this district (though a few
may extend north into mapped scenic resource areas). Within this district, the intent is to minimize the impacts of development on
identified scenic resources, through context sensitive siting, PUDs and clustering, the use of designated building envelopes, building
design, landscaping and screening.

Related Bylaw Standards of Note:
•

There are numerous references to the town’s Public Works Specifications throughout the regulations (e.g., for driveways, roads,
sidewalks, water, sewer and stormwater management systems). Fire Department standards also apply to all commercial development.

•

Transitional buffer areas and screening between nonresidential uses and adjoining residential districts are not required in the MXD-C
and CTR Districts (Section 3.2).
A 150’ setback from VT 289 is required for any yard bordering the highway. A 75’ front yard setback from VT 15 is required within the
MXD-PUD District and MXD-C Districts. Landscaping within this area and the adjacent unpaved right-of-way must follow plans included
in the “VT Route 15 Street Tree Master Plan,” developed to implement the 1991 Town Center Master Plan. The Planning Commission or
Board of Adjustment may reduce required setbacks subject to review under associated waiver provisions (Section 3.7).

•

•

Off-street parking requirements allow for shared parking on multiple use properties or in multiple use developments, based on an
analysis of shared parking need (referencing the model developed by the Urban Land Institute (Shared Parking, 2nd edition, 2005).
Shared or common parking lots are specifically encouraged within the Business (B1) and Mixed Use Development-Commercial (MXD-C)
Districts. Some off-site parking (up to 20%) is allowed in the Business (B1), Center (CTR) and Mixed Use Development-Commercial
(MXD-C) Districts, within 700 feet of the building entrance. On-street parking is also allowed within the Business (B1), Center (CTR) and
Mixed Use Development-Commercial (MXD-C) Districts (Section 3.9). There are no specific standards for parking structures.

•

Bicycle parking may be required for businesses, public buildings and multi-family dwellings, at the discretion of the Planning Commission
or Board of Adjustment (Section 3.9). There are no associated standards for bicycle parking (number, dimensions, etc.).
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•

Infrastructure requirements under zoning (water, wastewater) reference required phasing allocations from the Planning Commission
and wastewater allocation permits issued by the Town Manager or Selectboard, for development within the Sewer Core. These also
reference the town’s Water and Sewer Ordinances and, for onsite systems, the Vermont Environmental Protection Rules (Section 3.13).

•

Landscaping objectives are identified by district under Table 5.1, and more specifically for the “Town Common” to be created as
specified in the Essex Town Plan for the new Town Center area.

•

Planned Unit Development regulations (under Article VI) define four types of planned unit development, including Industrial (PUD-I),
Commercial (PUD-C), Mixed Use (PUD-MU) and Residential (PUD-R). These are encouraged (or required) by zoning district, and may
involve single or multiple properties and owners.

•

PUDs that include the subdivision of land are reviewed by the Planning Commission as major subdivisions; nonresidential PUDs that do
not involve land subdivision require site plan review by the Planning Commission, and conditional use review by the Board of
Adjustment. Required reviews may be conducted concurrently.

•

Allowed density may be transferred within a PUD; residential density bonuses may be granted by the Planning Commission (up to
defined percentages) for LEED Certified development, for open space preservation or conservation fund contributions, for public
recreation facilities or other public dedications, for the construction of trails and bicycle paths, and for the provision of perpetually
affordable housing units. Granted bonuses shall not exceed 400% of the density normally allowed in the district, if the development
consists exclusively of multifamily housing.
Mixed Use PUDs (PUD-MUs) are allowed only within Mixed Use Development (MXD) and Mixed Use Development-Commercial (MXD-C)
Districts. The intent is to encourage creative, compact development, in accordance with town plan goals and objectives. A minimum
area of five acres is required. Standards also define maximum amount of building space, dwelling units, residential densities, and
associated phasing requirements.

•

•

The regulations also provide for “Master Site Plan Approval” by the Planning Commission for Industrial (PUD-I) and Commercial (PUD-C)
planned development, but not other forms of PUD (Section 6.9).

•

Master plans may be required, as determined by the Planning Commission under subdivision sketch plan review, for any project
intended to be developed in phases, or for any project where development of only part of the parcel is proposed, and the remaining
land exceeds in area three times the minimum lot size in the district in which the subdivision is located. Master plans are reviewed
informally, as sketch plans. Approval does not constitute subdivision approval, nor convey any vested rights (Subdivision, Section 2.7).
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•

The town has not formally adopted an “official map” (having the force of regulation) that shows planned public facilities and
infrastructure, but does reference facilities and infrastructure shown on town plan maps, for consideration in development review
proceedings.

Related ordinances, standards and guidance (as referenced in the regulations):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Historic Preservation and Design Control Standards for Essex Center and Fort Ethan Allen (1986)
Town Center Master Plan (April 1991) – specifically in relation to the Essex Center (CTR) and Mixed Use Development-Commercial (MXDC) Districts.
Essex Center Business-Design Control District Report
VT Route 15 Street Tree Master Plan
Public Works Standards
Sewer Core Area Map, Sewer Allocation Ordinance
Water and Wastewater Ordinances
Stormwater Management Ordinance
Impact Fee Ordinance (school, recreation impact fees)

Zoning Districts within Project Area
District
Low Density Residential (R1)
Medium Density Residential
(R2)
High Density Residential (R3)
Residential-Business (RB)

Center District (CTR)
(Essex Center)

Purpose

Facilitate residential development in areas adjacent to but outside of the “Sewer Core Area”
Facilitate residential development in areas inside the “Sewer Core Area”
Encourage a wide range of housing opportunities in an area [north of VT 15] served by municipal services, facilities and
public transportation, including home occupations, accessory dwellings, multifamily units on small lots, while avoiding
commercial strip development.
Provide for residential and limited commercial development within a greenway setting along [south of] the VT15 corridor.
Includes residential properties located on the south side of VT15 in Essex Center. Encourages home occupations, accessory
dwellings, limited office development that preserves the district’s predominantly residential character, minimizes traffic and
congestion and avoids strip development.
Support the historic role of Essex Center as the focus of many social and economic activities in the community. Allows
residential, civic, neighborhood commercial, other compatible uses developed in a pattern and scale that maintains the
traditional character of Essex Center and preserves its historic and scenic resources.
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District
Mixed Use DevelopmentCommercial (MXD-C)
Mixed Use DevelopmentPlanned Unit Development
(MXD-PUD)
Business Design Control
Overlay
(B-DC)

Scenic Resource Protection
Overlay (SRPO)

Purpose

Facilitate development of a mixed use center which incorporates higher density residential development along with a broad
range of retail and personal service shops, professional offices and commercial uses, in a compact, pedestrian-friendly area.
All uses should be properly located and designed to enhance existing structures in the area. Development should be
reviewed in accordance with the Town Center Master Plan (April 1991).
Includes a combination of planned residential, commercial and mixed use development on a large tract of land with access
to municipal water, sewer and major roadways. Uniquely qualified to provide a combination of residential and commercial
development; subject to PUD, buffer requirements. Subzones (R2, B1, MXD).
Focus on design principles, creative solutions that result in a satisfactory visual appearance in Essex Center. References
Historic Preservation and Design Control Standards for Essex Center and Fort Ethan Allen (1986). Requires that building and
site design for all commercial development be evaluated under criteria established in the “Essex Center Business-Design
Control District Report” and associated district criteria. District goals (also include related objectives, design standards):
• Maintain and improve economic vitality
• Preserve and enhance visual qualities
• Protect historical, architectural and cultural heritage
• Encourage pedestrian-friendly environment
• Encourage coordination and harmony.
Avert or minimize the adverse impacts of development on scenic resources, viewsheds and roadscape corridors, through
appropriate site planning and design practices. Standards designed to provide flexibility so that development can be
designed to fit particular site characteristics. References Views to the Mountain, Scenic Protection Manual.
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Town of Essex Zoning Districts: Dimensional Requirements
R1
Minimum Lot Size
Minimum Lot Area/Dwelling
Unit
Minimum Lot Frontage (ROW)
Minimum Setback
Front (Min/Max)**
Side
Rear
Maximum Building Area/Floor
Commercial
Mixed Use
Residential
Minimum Lot Coverage
Nonresidential
Multifamily
Maximum Height
PUD Type(s)

R3

RB

CTR

MXD-C

10,000 SF

10.000 SF

10,000 SF

7,000 SF

10,000 SF

10,000 SF

10,000 SF

7,000 SF

100 FT

100 FT

75 FT

40 FT/NA

25 FT/35 FT

25 FT/35 FT

15 FT
20-25 FT

10 FT
15 FT

NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA

70%
40%
40 FT
PUD-R

1 Acre
1 Acre
150 FT
45
FT/NA
20 FT
25 FT

R2
20,000 SF 40,000 SF *
20,000 SF 40,000 SF *
100 FT

MXD-PUD (Subzones)
B1/MXD
R2/MXD

50 FT

20,000 SF 40,000 SF *
30,000 SF 40,000 SF *
150 FT

20,000 SF 40,000 SF *
20,000 SF 40,000 SF *
100 FT

30 FT/40 FT

36 FT/42 FT

50 FT

40 FT/NA

10 FT
15 FT

10 FT
15 FT

NA
NA

NA
NA

15 FT
20-25 FT

NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA

10,000 SF
10,000 SF
8,000 SF

NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA

70%
40%
40 FT

70%
40%
40 FT

70%
40%
40 FT

70%
40%
40 FT

70%
70%
40 FT

70%
40%
40 FT

PUD-R

PUD-R

NA

NA

PUD-MU

70%
70%
40 FT
PUD-C (B1)
PUD-R (MXD)
PUD-MU (MXD)

*Varies based on availability of municipal water, wastewater; **75 FT setback from VT15 right-of-way in all districts.
Note: Other restrictions may also apply to a particular parcel or type of development, as specified under the regulations.

PUD-R
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APPENDIX B - BUILD-OUT MODEL SUMMARY

ETC NEXT DISTRICT BUILDOUT SUMMARY
APRIL 2018
FROM TOWN GIS DATA
LAND AREA

GIS PARCELS

GIS
STRUCTURES

ACRES
[1]

[2]

[3]

Historic Center

33

52

47

35

Neighborhood Commercial

77

62

79

52

Conserva�on/Recrea�on

169

6

0

0

Residen�al

155

173

262

225

Mixed-Use North

33

3

3

0

Mixed-Use South

116

34

110

TOTAL

693

334

502

Notes

[1]
[2]
[3]
[4]
[5]
[6]
[7]
[8]
[9]
[10]
[11]
[12]
[13]
[14]
[15]
[16]
[17]
[18]
[19]
[20]
[21]

NEIGHBORHOOD
Units
Notes

FROM BUILDOUT STUDY

EXISTING
ESTIMATED
NON-RESIDENTIAL
EXISTING
BUILDING
RESIDENTIAL
AREA
GSF
D/U
[5]
[4]

RESIDENTIAL

OPEN SPACE

NON-RESIDENTIAL

PROJECTED
DEVELOPABLE
AREA

PROJECTED
BUILDOUT

PROJECTED
NEW UNITS

[11]

ACRES
[12]

D/U
[13]

D/U
[14]

[15]

[16]

4.0

15%

12

47

12

10%

20%

65%

8.0

25%

28

225

173

10%

100%

0%

0.0

0%

0

0

0

262

30%

70%

4.0

0%

76

304

79

3

40

20%

60%

8.0

5%

15

120

120

495,000

34

165

20%

50%

12.0

5%

44

529

364

630,000

356

630

187

1272

794

CONCEPT
PARCELS

CONCEPT
STRUCTURES

TARGET LAND
AREA

TARGET LAND
AREA - %

TARGET
DENSITY

CONSTAINT
FACTOR

[6]

[7]

[8]

[9]

DU/ACRE
[10]

20,000

70

60

30%

60%

90,000

75

103

25%

1

0

173
25,000

165
478

0

As calculated from the final Neighborhood Map ‐ see Design Report, Part A
Based on Town of Essex GIS Parcel Data Layer ‐ obtained in December 2016
Based on GIS Analysis of Town of Essex GIS Parcel Data Layers combined with E911 Structures Database
Based on GIS Analysis of Town of Essex GIS Parcel Data Layers combined with E911 Structures Database
Based on GIS Analysis of Town of Essex GIS Parcels Data and Assessors Database ‐ December 2016
As determined from SE Group concept plan for neighborhoods ‐ July/August 2017
As determined from SE Group concept plan for neighborhoods ‐ July/August 2017
Threshold for open space on a neighborhood scale based on Vision Statements and considering the concept plan
Threshold for amount of land area set aside for residential development within each neighborhood based on Vision Statements and considering the concept plan
Overall residential target density for each neighborhood ‐ see Design Report, Part A
Residential development constraint factor ‐ based on review of land constraints (see Chapter 1) + consideration of current pattern of buildout ‐ estimate
Total neighborhood acres less open space set aside, less constrained land
Developable area (12) times target density [10]
Existing Residential less Projected (13). This assumes that all existing residential d/u remain
Target amount of land area for exclusive non‐residential development based on concept plan and Vision for each neighborhood
Constraint factor for development based on review of existing conditions, access, etc. ‐ from Concept Plan
Total acres for exclusive commercial development based on total land area [1] and addressing both target [15] and constraints [16]
Based on GIS Analysis of Town of Essex GIS Parcels Data and Assessors Database ‐ December 2016, same as [5]
Target density for non‐residential use based on existing pattern of use + factoring in 40% additional space for circulation, parking, etc.
Assumed % of non‐residential uses integrated into mixed use forms ‐ aligns with Conceptual Plan and neighborhood Vision - see Design Report, Part A
Application of target non‐residential density and available acres, factoring out amount of mixed development. Projection assumes some migration/conversion of existing non‐residential use

PROJECTED
DEVELOPABLE
AREA

EXISTING
BUILDING
AREA

TARGET
DENSITY

ACRES

GSF

GSF/ACRE

[17]

[18]

[19]

3

20,000

8,485

10%

20,160

15%

7

90,000

16,364

20%

85,680

20%

5%

6

25,000

15,000

50%

47,025

30%

5%

33

495,000

19,914

35%

427,928

TARGET LAND CONSTRAINT
AREA - %
FACTOR

630,000

PERCENT OF
MIXED
DEVELOPMENT

PROJECTED
BUILDOUT

[20]

[21]

GSF

580,793

MIXED-USE NORTH

USE, LOTS AND DENSITY

Overall Neighborhood Buildout Summary

Overall Neighborhood Build-out Summary

Mixed-Use North
TOTAL AREA
ESTIMATED BUILDABLE AREA
EXISTING RESIDENTIAL UNITS
PROJECTED RESIDENTIAL UNITS
OVERALL TARGET RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
EXISTING NON-RESIDENTIAL BLDG AREA
PROJECTED NON-RESIDENTIAL BLDG AREA
EFFECTIVE NON-RESIDENTIAL DENSITY

MIXED-USE SOUTH

USE, LOTS AND DENSITY

Mixed-Use South
63
27
0
218
8
25,000
89,775
3299

ACRES
ACRES
DU
DU
DU/ACRE
GSF
GSF
GSF/ACRE

Target Overall Land Use Mix

TOTAL AREA
ESTIMATED BUILDABLE AREA
EXISTING RESIDENTIAL UNITS
PROJECTED RESIDENTIAL UNITS
OVERALL TARGET RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
EXISTING NON-RESIDENTIAL BLDG AREA
PROJECTED NON-RESIDENTIAL BLDG AREA
EFFECTIVE NON-RESIDENTIAL DENSITY

(% of Overall Neighborhood
by Use)
Mixed Land
Use South

Mixed Use North

Residential

Residential
20%

20%

Non-Residential
60%

50%

Non-Residential

30%

Open Space

Target Residential Density Range
(Dwelling Units per Acre or DU/Acre)

16 - DU/ACRE

ACRES
ACRES
DU
DU
DU/ACRE
GSF
GSF
GSF/ACRE

Target Overall Land Use Mix

(% of Overall Neighborhood Land by Use)

20%

138
50
165
596
12
495,000
427,928
8614

24+ DU/ACRE

Open Space

Target Lot Residential Density Range
(Dwelling Units per Acre or DU/Acre)

16 DU/ACRE

30+ DU/ACRE

USE, LOTS AND DENSITY

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL

Overall Neighborhood Build-out Summary

Overall Neighborhood Build-out Summary

Historic Center

Neighborhood Commercial
TOTAL AREA
ESTIMATED BUILDABLE AREA
EXISTING RESIDENTIAL UNITS
PROJECTED RESIDENTIAL UNITS
OVERALL TARGET RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
EXISTING NON-RESIDENTIAL BLDG AREA
PROJECTED NON-RESIDENTIAL BLDG AREA
EFFECTIVE NON-RESIDENTIAL DENSITY

143
15
52
120
8
90,000
85,680
5706

ACRES
ACRES
DU
DU
DU/ACRE
GSF
GSF
GSF/ACRE

TOTAL AREA
ESTIMATED BUILDABLE AREA
EXISTING RESIDENTIAL UNITS
PROJECTED RESIDENTIAL UNITS
OVERALL TARGET RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
EXISTING NON-RESIDENTIAL BLDG AREA
PROJECTED NON-RESIDENTIAL BLDG AREA
EFFECTIVE NON-RESIDENTIAL DENSITY

ACRES
ACRES
DU
DU
DU/ACRE
GSF
GSF
GSF/ACRE

(% of Overall Neighborhood Land by Use)

Neighborhood
Commercial
(% of Overall Neighborhood
Land
by Use)

Historic Center

Residential
25%

30%

Non-Residential
65%

10%

Target Lot Residential Density Range
(Dwelling Units per Acre or DU/Acre)

16 DU/ACRE

Residential

Non-Residential
60%

Open Space

8 DU/ACRE

27
10
35
39
4
20,000
20,160
2092

Target Overall Land Use Mix

Target Overall Land Use Mix

10%

HISTORIC CENTER

USE, LOTS AND DENSITY

Open Space

Target Lot Residential Density Range
(Dwelling Units per Acre or DU/Acre)

8 DU/ACRE

12 DU/ACRE

APPENDIX C - PUBLIC WORKS ANALYSIS

APPENDIX D - ROUTE 15 ROAD RECLASSIFICATION WORKSHEET

Cost Analysis for State Highway Reclassification to Class 1 Town Highway

Town:
Route (s):

Scenarios for consideration:
A Billie Butler to Route 128

ESSEX
15

Town Revenue
Class 1 Limits:
$ per mile
Revenue

miles
$
$

1.4
11,213
15,698.52

MS4 Community?

Y

Scenario:

A

Town Costs
Winter Maintenance
Allowance
$
100
80
0.34
$
6,160
$
8,848

Item
per hour of plowing
average plow events per year
additional plowinghours per storm
Sand/Salt Allowance
Winter Maintenance

Summer Maintenance
Allowance
$
1,750
$
2,100
$
3,200
$
8,000
$
700
$
$
2,100
$
500
$ 18,350

Item
Striping
Culvert/Drainage Maintenance
Electricity - allowance
Signal Maintenance
Signs
Bridge Maintenance per bridge over 6 feet
Pavement repairs (patching, crack sealing)
Contingency allowance
Summer Maintenance Costs

$

Roadway
Bridges or
Centerline
Culverts
Miles:
>6':
1.40
-

27,198 TOTAL MAINTENANCE COSTS
173% Ratio Costs per Revenue

$ (11,499) Net revenue (cost) to town

Portion of Essex, ETC.

Traffic
Signals:
4

Flashing
Beacons:
-

Electricity Cost (estimated or from VTrans)
$ 3,200
$
$
-

Cost per mile of "linear" maintenance items
Item Cost per Mile
Signs
$
500
Salt
$ 4,400
Striping
$ 1,250
Pavement Repairs
$ 1,500

Notes
Accounts for wear and tear, operation of plows, and labor assuming some overtime
Based on VTrans fact book
Calculation based on 25 mph plowing through village, three runs each way during an event.
Based on town data and VTrans numbers

Notes
VTrans marks centerline, Town will be responsible for all other markings
Annually
Town will take on electric bill of any VTrans streetlights. LED conversion would reduce cost
Contracted out to RYG Signals or comparable; assumed $1000 per signal for newer signals
Replaced when damaged or removed (usually covered by insurance)
Annually
Annually
Annually

Typical Annual Signal Costs:
$
800 Signals (includes street lights and signal)
$
300 Flashing beacons
$ 2,000 Signal maintenance annual cost
Annual Bridge and Stormwater Costs
$ 3,300 Cost for maintenance per bridge
$
750 Cost for routine stormwater maintenance per mile
$ 1,500 Cost for MS 4 enhanced stormwater maintenance per mile
Winter Maintenance Costs
0.04 hours to plow one mile additional miles
6 plows per storm on average (3 each direction)
0.24 Hours plowing per storm per mile

Edge lines, refreshing crosswalks
Vacuuming out DI's, clearing culverts
Cost for electric bill - check with VTrans
Unknown, depends on condition, complexity, proximity to contractor
Allowance for sign replacement
based on VTrans costs
Allowance based on typical town practices
Allowance for pavement repair

