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TOWN OF WOODSTOCK, VERMONT 

WARNING: 
PUBLIC HEARING FOR PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE TOWN OF 

WOODSTOCK ZONING REGULATIONS 

June 28, 2022, at 5:00 pm 

Please take notice that the Town of Woodstock Selectboard will hold a public hearing on 
Tuesday, June 28, 2022, at 5:00 PM in the Town Hall Conference Room, and via Zoom, for 

the purpose of reviewing the proposed amendments to the Town of Woodstock Zoning 
Regulations: 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

The purpose of this amendment is to specify provisions that support the responsible expansion 
of On-farm restaurants into the Residential Five-Acre (R-5) District. 

DISTRICTS AFFECTED: 

Residential Five-Acre 

SECTIONS AMENDED: 

Article I. Sec. 110. Definitions 

Article III. Sec. 302 Residential Five-Acre – 5 Acres 

Article V. Sec. 536. On-Farm Restaurants 

Article VIII. Sec. 810. Conditional Use Approval 

Copies of the proposed amendment are posted at www.townofwoodstock.org.

http://www.townofwoodstock.org/


MEMORANDUM 

TO: Town of Woodstock Selectboard 
CC: Town of Woodstock Planning Commission 
FROM: Steven Bauer, Interim Zoning Administrator 
RE: On-farm Restaurant Amendment 
DATE:  June 13, 2022 

Dear Town of Woodstock Selectboard: 

The purpose of this memorandum is to inform the Selectboard and public of the procedural 
history and rational behind the On-farm restaurant amendment. (“Amendment”). 

It is the opinion of the Department of Planning & Zoning (“Department”) that the revisions to the 
Amendment, as proposed in attachment A, does not constitute a radical departure from the 
recommendations submitted by the Woodstock Planning Commission (“Commission”) in their 
report to the Town of Woodstock Selectboard (“Selectboard”), dated February 24, 2022.  

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

• On November 16, 2021, the Department received a proposal to amend the Town of
Woodstock Zoning Regulations, signed by not less than five percent of Woodstock voters.
See attachment B.

• On December 1, 2021, the Commission, at its regularly scheduled meeting, discussed the
statutory procedures for reviewing petitioned amendment and scheduled the first of two
public hearings. See attachment C-1.

• Some time between December 1, 2021 and January 11, 2022, Woodstock Town Clerk, F.
Charles Degener III, verified that at least 149 Woodstock voters had signed the petition.

• On January 11, 2022, the Commission held its first public hearing to discuss the petitioned
“Accessory On Farm Restaurant Zoning Amendment.” See attachment C-2.

• On February 2, 2022, pursuant to 24 VSA § 4441(c)-(g), the Commission, at its regularly
scheduled meeting, prepared and approved a written report on the petitioned amendment. See
attachment C-3.

• On February 23, 2022, pursuant to 24 VSA § 4441(g), the Commission submitted the
Amendment, along with its written report, to the Selectboard. See attachment D.

• On April 22, 2022, the Selectboard held a public hearing to consider the Commission’s report
on the petitioned amendment. At that hearing, the Selectboard voted to revise the petitioned
bylaw amendment at a later hearing. Those proposed revisions are attached. See attachment
E.

• On June 13, 2022, Steven Bauer, Interim Zoning Administrator, delivered this memorandum,
along with the attached materials, to the Selectboard Chair, Joe Swanson.
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DISCUSSION 

Generally, a Town’s legislative body may make “substantial changes in the concept, meaning, or 
extent of [a] proposed bylaw… [but] it must warn a new public hearing.” 24 VSA § 4442(b). “A 
change may be substantial, however, and not require resubmission to the planning commission.” 
In re Cottrell, 158 Vt. 500, 507 (1992). The purpose of the provision is to ensure that interested 
parties have notice and the opportunity to be heard. Id. 

The test for determining if the Selectboard’s revisions constitute a “substantial change” is 
“whether the revision[s] [are] so substantial as to create a strong probability that the 
commission’s recommendation would have been affected by the revision[s].” Id.  

Here, the Selectboard’s revisions do not require resubmission because they are not a radical 
departure from the Commission’s recommendations. The Commission has considered and 
reported its views on the Amendment. The Commission’s report to the to the Selectboard 
provided two recommendations. First, that the Selectboard “reject the proposed amendment in 
full.” Second, if the Selectboard did not reject the amendment, that it includes the following 
conditions: 

(1) Require that an entity qualify as a farm under Vermont Law.
(2) Remove the retail exclusion for On-farm restaurants.
(3) Require On-farm restaurants to fit the character of the neighborhood, per the Town Plan.
(4) Reduce the number of days open, hours of operation, and people served.
(5) Remand the proposed amendment to the Planning Commission.

While the Selectboard denied the Commission’s primary recommendation to reject the petitioned 
amendment in full, it has worked diligently to incorporate the Commission’s alternative 
recommendations and conditions into the Amendment. The following list of provisions have 
been included: 

(1) Proposed Amendment § 536 B(1).
“Before receiving a conditional use permit to operate an on-farm restaurant, an applicant
must submit a certificate of farm determination from the Vermont Agency of Agriculture,
Food and Markets to the Zoning Administrator.”

(2) Proposed Amendment § 536 B(2).
“Hours. Hours of operation shall be limited from 11:30a.m. to 10:00p.m., six (6) days per
week.”

(3) Proposed Amendment § 536 B(3)(a)-(d).
“Size and Scale.

(a) The minimum lot area required is ten (10) acres except that the minimum lot area
shall be five (5) acres for the adaptive reuse of farm structures existing as of July 1,
2022.

(b) The restaurant building shall not exceed 2,800 square feet.



(c) Seating shall be limited to 60 seats and no more than 15% of those seats may be bar-
style seating.

(d) No customers shall be seated outside after 8pm or inside after 9:30pm.”

(4) Proposed Amendment § 536 B(6).
“On-site retail sales are prohibited.”

(5) Proposed Amendment § 810 A(2).
“The character of the area affected; as defined by the purpose or purposes of the zoning
district within which the project is located, and specifically stated policies and standards of
the Woodstock Town Plan.”

The Selectboard has complied with the public hearing notice procedures found in 24 VSA § 
4444. A notice of public hearing, including the date, place, and purpose of the hearing was 
posted not less than 15 days prior to the scheduled June 28, 2022 hearing: 

(1) In the June 9, 2022, edition of the Valley News;
(2) On the Town’s website;
(3) On the Town Hall hearings board, The Norman Williams Library, and the Emergency

Building.

CONCLUSION 

The proposed revisions, as drafted by the Department, are not a radical departure from the 
Commission’s recommendations. Instead, they were carefully constructed with the intent of 
incorporating all the Commission’s suggestions, beyond “reject in full.” 

The Selectboard shall hold a public hearing to consider the Amendment on June 28, 2022, at 
5pm. The full text of the proposed materials is published with a copy of this memorandum online 
at www.townofwoodstock.org. 

Sincerely, 

Steven Bauer 
Interim Zoning Administrator 
Town of Woodstock 

http://www.townofwoodstock.org/
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TO THE TOWN OF WOODSTOCK SELECTBOARD: 1 

 Pursuant to the authority provided by 24 V.S.A. § 4442, the Town of Woodstock 2 

Selectboard has requested the following proposed amendment to the Town of Woodstock 3 

Zoning Regulations: 4 

Article I. Sec. 110 is amended to read: 5 

SECTION 110. DEFINITIONS 6 

 ON-FARM RESTAURANT: is a restaurant located on a farm, which features a daily 7 

menu substantially comprised of agricultural products produced on that farm. 8 

A. Under these Regulations, an “On-Farm Restaurant” is not:9 

1. An “Accessory On-Farm Business” as defined by 24 V.S.A. § 4412(11); or10 

2. A retail establishment.11 

RESTAURANT: Shall have the same meaning as in 32 V.S.A. § 9202(15). 12 

* * *13 

Article III. Sec. 302 is amended to read: 14 

SECTION 302. RESIDENTIAL FIVE ACRE – 5 ACRES 15 

E. Uses Requiring a Conditional Use and Site Plan Review permit.16 

14. On-Farm Restaurant § 53617 

* * *18 

19 

20 

21 

Attachment A
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Article V. is amended to read: 1 

SECTION 536. ON-FARM RESTAURANTS 2 

A. Statement of Purpose:3 

 The purpose of this section is to specify provisions that support the responsible 4 

expansion of on-farm restaurants into the R-5 District. The Town recognizes the 5 

important role that agricultural plays in the economic vitality of Woodstock’s future. 6 

The Town also understands that such a demand can place an undue burden on our 7 

rural landscapes without proper oversight and regulation.  8 

B. Requirements. Any restaurant located in the R-5 District shall comply with the9 

following requirements:10 

1. Before receiving a conditional use permit to operate an on-farm restaurant, an11 

applicant must submit a certificate of farm determination from the Vermont12 

Agency of Agriculture, Food and Markets to the Zoning Administrator.13 

2. Hours. Hours of operation shall not exceed 11:30a.m. to 10:00p.m., six (6) days14 

per week.15 

3. Size and Scale.16 

a) The minimum lot area required is ten (10) acres except that the minimum lot17 

area shall be five (5) acres for the adaptive reuse of farm structures existing as18 

of July 1, 2022.19 

b) The restaurant building shall not exceed 2,800 square feet.20 
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c) Seating shall be limited to 60 seats and no more than 15% of those seats may 1 

be bar-style seating. 2 

d) No customers shall be seated outside after 8pm or inside after 9:30pm.3 

4. Menu. The daily menu must feature products produced on site. The applicant shall4 

provide a sample menu to the TDRB that identifies the products either produced5 

or not produced on the farm, at least forty-eight (48) hours before the noticed6 

hearing.7 

5. Parking. Shall conform with the requirements of § 522(E), unless otherwise8 

determined by the TDRB.9 

6. On-site retail sales are prohibited.10 

7. Special Event Standards. Events include product demonstrations, tastings, classes,11 

and celebratory functions, (e.g., weddings).12 

a) Indoor events:13 

i. Attendance shall be limited to 80 guests.14 

ii. Associated event parking shall be located at least 250’ from the nearest15 

residence.16 

b) Outdoor events:17 

i. Evening events shall be located at least 500’ from the nearest residence.18 

Outdoor events shall be limited to no more than 12 per year.19 

ii. Daytime events shall be located at least 250’ from the nearest residence.20 
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iii. Associated event parking shall be located at least 250’ from the nearest 1 

residence. 2 

iv. All outdoor evening events shall cease by 10:00pm on weekends (Friday –3 

Sunday) and 9:00pm on weekdays (Monday – Thursday). No event may4 

start before 8:00am.5 

v. Noise shall not exceed 70 dB as measured at the property line.6 

vi. There shall be no firework displays.7 

vii. Attendance shall be limited to 100 guests.8 
9 

C. Definitions:10 

As used in this section:11 

1. “Farm” shall have the same meaning as in Section 2.14 of the Vermont R.A.P.12 

2. “Farm structure” shall have the same meaning as in Section 2.15 of the Vermont13 

R.A.P.14 

* * *15 

Article VIII. Sec. 810 is amended to read: 16 

SECTION 810. CONDITIONAL USE APPROVAL 17 

A. Any use and/or structure, which requires a Conditional Use permit, shall not be18 

granted a zoning permit by the Administrative Officer unless the TDRB determines19 

that the proposed use or structure shall conform conforms to the general standards20 

prescribed in these Regulations and by does not causing cause an undue adverse21 

effect on the following:22 



6.28.2022 Public Hearing Draft– OFR Page 5 of 5 
6/13/2022 – SDB 

1. The capacity of existing or planned community facilities; 1 

2. The character of the area affected, as defined by the purpose or purposes of the2 

zoning district within which the project is located, and specifically stated policies3 

and standards of the Woodstock Town Plan.4 

3. Traffic on roads and highways in the vicinity;5 

4. Bylaws then in effect;6 

5. Utilization of renewable energy resources.7 
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WOODSTOCK PLANNING COMMISSION 
Wednesday, December 1, 2021 

7:30PM 

MEETING MINUTES 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Sally Miller, Ben Jervey, Susan Boston, Mary Margaret Sloan 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Susan Silberberg 
OTHERS PRESENT:  Neal Leitner, Matt Lombard, Donna Lombard 

I. Call to Order: 7:30PM

II. Approval of Minutes

July 7th, 2021; August 4th, 2021; September 1st, 2021

III. New Business

Accessory on Farm Business (AOFB) Act 143:

Town Planner, Neal Leitner informed the Planning Commission members on the Peacefield

Farm- John Holland, petition process.

If a petition receives greater than five percent of registered Town/Village voters, the petition can

be considered for the proposed amendment.

The public hearing notices must be warned with a 30-day notice.

Editorial changes by the Planning Commission are limited to grammatical errors and is not

encouraged to make any edits regarding the proposed change(s).

After review by the Planning Commission the proposed amendment is presented to the Select

Board or by special vote.

A public hearing date of January 11, 2022 was agreed upon by board members.

Town Plan Updates needed for TRORC certification

Planning Commission Board members discussed the need to revise the Town Plan and hope to

have it completed by March to meet a deadline for the Taftsville Center Designation. Neal

Leitner updated the language for the Planning Commission.

Neal Leitner said he will distribute a Word doc of the Town Plan so that all PC members can

track changes and make edits as the Town Plan is updated.

Energy Chapter

The Planning Commission was informed that Geoff Martin submitted a draft for the Energy

Chapter to include submissions by Sarah Wraight.

Attachment C-1



 

 

Accessory Dwelling Unit ADU discussion 

 

The Planning Commission advised that one goal set by the members is to adequately educate 

residents on the process, the different zoning districts, and overlays to meet different criteria and 

local regulations. 

 

The Planning Commission will review current zoning regulations to ensure that that there are not 

changes that needed to be made to accommodate the ADU. 

 

Other Business 

 

Sally Miller requested an update on the two vacancies for PC.  

Neal Leitner stated that there are two applicants. They will be interviewed by the Select Board 

on December 7, 2021. 

 

IV. Adjournment: Meeting adjourned at 8:30 PM 

 

Next meeting to be held on January 11th, 2022, at 7:00PM, which will be a public hearing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



WOODSTOCK PLANNING COMMISSION 
Wednesday, January 11th, 2022 

7:30PM 

MEETING MINUTES 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Sally Miller, Ben Jervey, Susan Boston, Mary Margaret Sloan, 
Susan Silberberg 
MEMBERS ABSENT: None 

I. Call to Order: 7:30PM

II. Approval of Minutes

December 1st, 2021

III. New Business

Public Hearing on the “Accessory On Farm Restaurant” zoning amendment.

Sally Miller began the meeting by explaining the process for the PC of the proposed petition. 

The petition was submitted by citizens of Woodstock to make a zoning change.          

Sally explained that the PC is not able to change the language of the petition, the PC will forward the 
petition to the Select Board as written. As part of 4441 VSA 24 the PC is required to issue a statement in 
conjunction with this petition to the Select Board.  

Sally then opened the meeting to the public for discussion. 

Al Alessi requested that the town, the officials, and the citizens to take a step back to review where 
Woodstock is at. Al is concerned that passing this petition will diminish the town’s careful planning of 
regulations and effectively change the character of Woodstock. Al Alessi further states that the idea of 
having a commercial business next to a residence changes the residential five-acre neighborhood. Al Alessi 
expressed that he witnessed the building of the Peacefield Farm restaurant in advance of receiving 
approval from the town or the state. Al Alessi urges the Planning Commission, the Select Board and 
Woodstock citizens to reject this approach to the town of Woodstock’s planning. Al encourages all to take 
the due time needed to maintain a town plan worthy of the town of Woodstock. 

Sally Miller clarified to Al Alessi that the petition is not to change the town plan but rather to change the 
zoning amendment for the town of Woodstock only. 

Sally Miller stated that this amendment would impact the residential five-acre residents. Sally’s concerns 
regarding the amendment request are that seventy-five percent of Woodstock is five-acre zones and the 
request to amend the current amendment would allow an on-farm restaurant anywhere within that five-
acre zone.  

Attachment C-2



Mallory Bennett reminded Al Alessi as well as the other participants in the meeting that the town of 
Woodstock belongs to the entire Woodstock community. Mallory Bennett feels that it is in the best 
interest of the Woodstock community to understand that it is not just about the individual who lives next 
door, it’s about the entire community who want to support the restaurant. Mallory Bennett spoke about 
how Woodstock has struggled to bring in younger generations and when the younger people come to 
Woodstock, they are finding that there is nothing to do. Mallory feels that residents who deny the opening 
of Peacefield Farm is out of selfishness and respectfully requested that the opposed parties reconsider 
their stance.  

Donna Lombard started by thanking all those that support the Lombard’s in this endeavor. Donna 
Lombard echoed Mallory Bennett’s sentiments in that when one drives through Woodstock in the early 
evening hours, it is a sad place to be. Donna states that what she and her family are hoping to accomplish 
with the amendment is to move forward and offer a space for couples, families, and friends to enjoy a 
good farm to table meal and to support the town of Woodstock. Donna Lombard relayed that Woodstock 
tourist are frustrated by the lack of options for dining, etc. Matt and Donna’s vision is to offer a farm to 
table experience that is beneficial to the community. Donna Lombard expressed her frustration that 
within the ten years since she has moved to Woodstock there is steep decline in options for places to eat 
for residents and tourists and that is something that Donna and Matt would like to change. Donna and 
Matt Lombard are grateful for their many supporters and hope to continue with the dream that she and 
her husband, Matt share to give back to the Woodstock community. 

Sally Miller reminded all in attendance that this meeting is specific to changing the zoning amendment 
and not aimed at a specific project. Sally stated that she understands that Peacefield has supporters and 
detractors but the purpose the meeting is to discuss a change to the zoning regulations that would allow 
a particular restaurant of this type, which has been proposed anywhere in the community with no regard 
for neighbors or a particular situation. So anywhere in that five-acre zone one could put this type of 
establishment. Sally Miller read what the amendment says, “the proposed amendment is for an on-farm 
restaurant.” The restaurant is located on a site that is a farm that features meals. This amendment would 
allow for a restaurant anywhere in a five-acre zone. There is currently no definition in the current zoning 
regulation for what is a farm.  

Sabrina Brown inquired where one could locate where the residential five-acres are in Woodstock.  

Sally Miller advised that the town of Woodstock website has zoning maps that are available to view.  

Neal Leitner shared the link to the town’s website for anyone interested in viewing the zoning maps. 

Sabrina Brown states that she frequently travels the corridor between Woodstock and Billings Farm up to 
Teago’s store and Artistree as she takes part in the offerings along that route has seen growth and feels 
like it has the space to continue to grow but understands the challenges for everyone.  Sabrina continued 
to share that as someone who does events in Woodstock through her Woodstock Productions business 
often seeks locations for people to have celebrations and bring business to Woodstock, she has a vested 
interest in seeing growth in Woodstock but understand that brings a fine balance.  

Tom Debevois sought clarification for Act 117 and Act 143 and his question of whether the restaurant 
must be subsidiary to the farm operation. 

Sally Miller clarified that statement is not true and that there is no mention of Act 143 in the petition. 



Tom Debevois stated that this is a Conditional Use, which Sally Miller confirmed. Tom Debevoies then 
stated that could certainly be a part of the Conditional Use approval and feels that it is an important part 
of this because it would not work in areas that are residential five-acre if it is tied to a farm operation. 

Sally Miller addressed the language about it being on a site at a farm, it does not define what a farm is 
and does not tie to Act 143 or say what percentage is an accessory business to a farm or primary source 
of income for a farm. There is a lack of definition that would normally be included to help identify the 
ways of making sure that it is appropriately sited.  

Roger Logan sought clarification on the definition of what rural character is. 

Sally Miller replied that there is not currently a specific definition for rural character but agreed that is a 
good question. The definition can be created and possibly added to an amendment change. Creating a 
specific definition for rural character could assist in the future for defining how an amendment would be 
written. 

Mary Margaret Sloan shared some of the questions that have been raised as well as some concerns of her 
own.  Mary Margaret Sloan shared that for a lot of her professional career in the Upper Valley she worked 
to protect farms, improve local businesses, and improve opportunities for farmers who might work in vital 
communities. Through some of those connections, she reached out to the people at Vermont Farm to 
Plate and Vital Communities Food and Farm Program and learned that they have support for the concept 
but concerns about the definition.   

Mary Margaret Sloan advised that the idea is a good one “how can we help farmers and how can we help 
support that?” The issue that was raised by the Farm to Plate people is the scale of the project is a 
commercial venture in a residential zone.  

Tom Meyerhoff resides just south of the project on seven acres. Tom Meyerhoff advised that his 
understanding of the petition reads that on his seven acres that it would be permissible for him to grow 
lettuce, tomato, and onions and open a large fast-food restaurant and a full bar. Tom Meyerhoff feels that 
there are dozens of others that would fall under this residential five-acre zoning that could the same. Tom 
Meyerhoff further stated that he does not feel that this something that anyone would want in the town 
of Woodstock.  

Sally Miller confirmed with Tom Meyerhoff that any similar request would need to file a Conditional Use 
permit and would need to fall under the Conditional Use criteria and there are limitations and standards 
prior to a Conditional Use permit being granted.  

Sarah Lamb shared statics for the opening of new restaurants. According to Sarah Lamb, on average pre-
COVID, it takes a new restaurant two to three years before being able to turn a profit. Based on this 
information, Sarah Lamb does not feel that any farmer would choose to open a restaurant and make that 
their primary source of income especially within the past few years even established restaurants have 
been struggling with maintaining staff and struggling to make any growth progress. Sarah Lamb further 
believes that the previous example of growing lettuce, tomato and onions then opening a fast-food 
restaurant and bar given previously was an extreme example. Sarah Lamb believes that for a person to 
open a farm to table restaurant that they would have to be passionate about the project.  



Sally Miller reminded attendees that when crafting a zoning regulation that what the boards consider is 
looking at the community as a whole and supporting appropriate development.  

Kristen McEntyre shared that she is a graduate from Woodstock High School and moved back to 
Woodstock approximately four years ago.  Kristen shares that she understands distinction between the 
specific project and the broader zoning but does think that this project and future projects represents the 
opportunity that she hopes everyone will be excited about as a community. Kristen McEntyre states that 
there are current businesses along the same corridor as the proposed project and there has been some 
interesting growth in that area. Kristen McEntyre is hopeful that boards will not only consider what this 
project could provide to the community but also future projects. 

David Nixa pointed out that in his mind this petition is focused on a single location and while the petition 
is broader, the fact is that it is not necessary because there are avenues to do exactly what is being 
proposed. David Nixa feels that those avenues have been pursued and, in some respects, rejected and are 
now under appeal. David Nixa further states that because those efforts have failed in part at least, he feels 
that it is curious that we had to go to the extreme of a petition to accomplish what has been in many 
respects rejected for legitimate reasons. David Nixa now feels that we are now faced with passing a 
petition, which in his mind is for a single entity. David Nixa says that this feels premature but is not 
suggesting that there should be nothing there. David Nixa supports what Matt, John and Ben are doing 
and supports agriculture and thinks it’s wonderful. David Nixa can see them doing what they do as famers. 
David Nixa states if we had an operation or indoor proposal or petition that was reasonable and did not 
have the scale and scope as Mary Margaret pointed out that this proposes. There is not a single restaurant 
that is open in Woodstock until eleven o’clock at night. What David Nixa states that what we have now is 
a proposal for a zoning requirement with a petition that has a scale that is consistent with things that have 
already been rejected. We are now being asked to consider whether anyone can do this. David Nixa 
suggests that we not be naïve, this is about a single location. David Nixa’s final comment is that in the 
comment section someone suggested that an on-farm business is not retail and to David Nixa this is just 
plain false, and he does not know what it is trying to be accomplished with the way this has been 
presented. David Nixa states that he would be openly supportive of anything that is farm to table that’s 
reasonable but let’s follow existing laws, rules, regulations, and statues that allow for this. There is nothing 
that prohibits this from happening now but what is being rejected by this petition is “you didn’t get what 
you wanted” so again, David Nixa believes that we need to be circumspect as we go forward with looking 
at this position to see what we are really going to accomplish with it.  

Sally Miller advised that the discussions should refrain from being at the personal level and should be 
much broader about the actual proposed amendment. Sally Miller addressed David Nixa’s remark 
regarding a restaurant being retail. The board will seek to define what is retail.  

Laura Powell wanted to confirm the changing of definitions. Laura Powell presented the question to Sally 
Miller-if the Planning Commission recommended a definition of a farm to the Select Board, could the 
Select Board adopt that change, make it a definition, and define it for the purposes of this amendment?  

Sally Miller replied in the affirmative but cautioned to everyone that normally when an amendment to 
the zoning is considered it takes months in research and discuss in detail what all of this means. Sally is 
not able to confirm currently if they will be able to come up with an adequate definition of farm between 
now and the next meeting in February. The members will continue to conduct research and figure what 
are all the little pieces that get put together for a zoning change.  



Laura Powell followed up with the question of whether the parties who proposed the amendment change 
have requested this change previously. 

Sally Miller replied that she was not aware of any previous amendment change request by the parties 
involved but have reviewed other amendments that have encouraged different types of development. 
The current petition came with the support of the community.  

Ben Jervey asked Sally Miller if there was a reason that the board would not consider the Vermont Agency 
of Agriculture’s definition of farm.  

Sally Miller’s response is that she has some concerns with the Agency of Agriculture’s definition of farms 
is a limited definition and may only allow for three thousand dollars a year but will research this further.  

Roger Logan requested to speak again and expressed appreciation for the board keeping the discussion 
on the level about not one business. Roger Logan sought clarification for what kind of town is this and to 
what extent are engaging in nostalgia about what a farm is. Roger states that there are no giant agriculture 
businesses farms in Woodstock and does not think that there ever will be. It has been a long time since 
there have been multi-hundred-acre dairy farms in Woodstock. Roger asked if Woodstock is moving 
forward, are we engaging with the world as it is or are we trying to preserve some kind of Disneyland 
heritage that does not reflect anything like operant reality going forward? Roger confirms that he is not 
saying that this zoning amendment is right or wrong as he does not have that strong of an opinion about 
it, but this is a conservation that Roger feels the town should be having. What is the town’s future going 
to look like and if you decide that we can’t have a restaurant here, you are to some extent deciding what 
the future of the town is going to be. 

Sally Miller states that the Planning Commission in addition to writing zoning regulations they are also 
responsible for writing the Town and Village plan. In doing so, this invites broader discussions about 
community with different chapters that discuss many things that guide their regulations. The Planning 
Commission evaluates the pros and cons of many elements when drafting the Town and Village Plans. 

Al Alessi spoke about him trying to separate and divorce his personal issue about living in proximity to a 
project and wanted to speak more generally about “Disneyland” which Al Alessi felt was an interesting 
metaphor.  Al Alessi confirmed that the previous farm at the Pomfret location is that same exact size as 
what the previous farmer owned but wanted to point out his concern that a whole bunch of people 
perceive the proposed project as a place that they go to hang out and take part of the bar and Al Alessi 
doesn’t not believe that it is accessory to the farm. Al Alessi states that there is strong support of the 
accessory on-farm and enjoy the foods that are grown there. Al Alessi would ask that any other projects 
in the future, if that’s what being discussed in broad terms, are we talking about bars that can be 
established? Al Alessi admits that as a musician he once played in bars himself for a couple of decades but 
has concerns about a bar located in a quiet area is really quite a different thing. Al Alessi offered that if 
there was a bar on Long Hill Rd or between South Woodstock and Woodstock along one of those fields or 
going north on route 12, Al Alessi states that he can envision all kinds of people that would be upset that 
there is bar activity within ear shot and in terms of lighting and so forth. Al Alessi would like to see a 
separation-he further states that he does not mind people eating food but to make this project a nightspot 
is a step away from the farm and any restaurant associated with that farm and wants that to be 
considered. Al Alessi asks, do we have to automatically include that one could have a full-service bar and 



keep the hours of operation for as late as the owner would like. Al Alessi feels like that pushes this to 
another extreme.  

BJ Dunn offered a comment that BJ Dunn feels that is pretty easy to start a farm on five acres or less. BJ 
Dunn feels that there are several locations that the proposed amendment as written would allow a small 
restaurant. BJ Dunn feels that this proposal could easily be replicated in other residential five-acre 
properties and requests that people look at their neighborhood and what it would look like if there was a 
cluster five-acres of properties, how would something like this as proposed here fit there.  

BJ Dunn posed the question under the requirements section regarding three outdoor events with 
amplified music per year may be held if the events end by 6:00 PM featuring products on the farm. On all 
other days amplified music should be limited to 70db. 

Sally said there are noise ordinances in the town, but not sure if they are enforced during the day. 

Todd Heyman introduced himself. He supports the amendment. He lives in Hartland. He also supported 
the petition amendment. He said the town plan encourages agri-preneurism, which supports creative 
farming. So therefore, the zoning amendment is in conformance with the town plan. He also mentioned 
that extrapolating the amendment to mean that all R5 properties will have a restaurant is ludicrous. He 
also stated that the town has the ability through the conditional use permit process to review any 
potential restaurants regarding lighting, sound, and other nuisances. 

Sally mentioned that just because the town plan supports something, doesn’t mean that we are open to 
any definition. She is concerned that this is open to all R5 zones. She stated that the PC wants to look at 
how all the people of Woodstock could be affected by this. A balance is important to strike when making 
regulations. She also mentioned that this method of amending the zoning regulations is extremely rare in 
Vermont, according to legal counsel. 

Tom Debevois said that agriculture is changing and feels that the advantage we have here is the proximity 
to the market and dairy farms like ours are no longer the future. Even within the dairy industry to survive 
on a small operation, which is all one could operate in Woodstock. It would be imperative to get the final 
product as close to retail as possible. Tom states that dairy farms and farming in general is going towards 
large scale commercial farming operations putting a strain on smaller farms which makes small farmers 
look for creative ways to make a living. Tom would like to see the Town Plan be more specific about 
businesses that farms can have.  

Sally Miller said that Tom Debevois point is a good one and feels that the zoning and Town Plan is all tied 
together. The Town Plan is generally revised every 5 years and subject to updates before then. 

Donna Lombard wanted to clarify the use of the word “bar” as it was used frequently during discussions. 
Donna states that it is inaccurate to continue to call the project a bar because the emphasis is- Sally Miller 
interrupted to state once again that this is not about the business but rather the petition only.  Donna 
Lombard followed up with the need to clarify for the people in attendance that the project is not first and 
foremost a bar. Sally Miller says that the meeting is for the language only and there is not anything that 
currently defines a bar, and the purpose of the meeting is to discuss the language in front of us.  



Sally Miller addressed the comment section in the Zoom and whether it is relevant or not. The only topic 
should be regarding the proposed amendment and certain language. Sally explains that it is relevant in 
how it is defined in this proposed amendment and not any other on-going business.  

Ben Halley introduced himself as the general contractor who has been working on Peacefield Farm prior 
to defining the business as a farm to fork. Ben Halley owns a farm in Woodstock with 20 beef cattle and 
chickens. The profits from the beef cattle and chickens are meager. Ben sells directly to the consumer, 
and it is not enough to pay his mortgage on the farm let alone sustain a household.  Ben requested that 
the Planning Commission do whatever they are able to support farmers so that they can make as much 
money as possible. Ben feels that if he was able to sell from farm to fork it would likely double his income 
but would still not be a livable wage in Vermont. Ben further states that anything that Town can do to 
support this would be greatly appreciated.  

Sally Miller told Ben Halley that she does not think that anyone would disagree with his comment. Again, 
the purpose is to decide if this amendment is written appropriately for what we need to do.  

Chris Miller spoke up in support of the farms and the farm to table. Chris stated that it’s good for business, 
it’s good for the farmers, however Chris thinks that the specifics in the language are not appropriate for 
what would be allowed and feels that there needs to be an amendment to work for everyone. Chris 
further feels that size and scale and suggests “let’s not be coy” this has all been precipitated by the piece 
in proximity to Al Alessi’s house. The size and scaled of that project was such that it was denied, and this 
amendment appears to allow others of that scale and does not feel that it is appropriate. Chris also said 
that he feels that a little more time getting the details right and the details are the crux of the matter here. 

A motion to close testimony was made. It was seconded. Testimony was closed. 

Sally invited those in attendance to stay on if they would like but she would be speaking directly to the 
Planning Commission members.  

Sally Miller shared the notes that she documented during the meeting. Sally Miller shared that she has 
some concerns that there is no real definition of a farm. The PC can review what the state of Vermont has 
for a definition, the R.A.P. definition. Sally states that she disagrees that a farm is retail, and she does 
agree that a restaurant is retail. Sally is concerned about the fact that this is a five-acre zoning- and posed 
the question why the larger forest reserves and the twenty-five-acre zones weren’t included which are in 
some ways more appropriate zones for this type of development. Sally suggest that the Planning 
Commission look at creating an overlay to further define where a project like this could be located. Sally 
said that there is nothing in the amendment that says it’s about an accessory on farm business. She 
questioned if we want the restaurant to be the primary development, or do we want it to be a farm? If it 
is accessory, how do we define that? How does it define being farm to table when you have more tables 
than you have farm? A definition needs to be created to define rural character-Sally Miller will review the 
Town Plan to seek clarification for the definition.  

IV. Adjournment: Meeting adjourned at 8:30 PM

Next meeting to be held on February 2nd, 2022, at 7:00PM. 



WOODSTOCK PLANNING COMMISSION 

Wednesday, February 2, 2022 

7:00PM 

I. CALL TO ORDER 7:00 P.M.

Sally Miller called the meeting to order. 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES January 11, 2022

Approval of minutes were postponed to the March 2nd meeting. 

III. NEW BUSINESS

Sally Miller introduced two members of the Planning Commission, Nicolas Seldon and Frank Horneck. 

A. TRORC presentation on guidance for municipalities re: Cannabis Control Board.

Tori Littlefield introduced herself as the chair of the cannabis control board. 

Tori informed the PC about the recent municipal guides that have recently been introduced if 

Woodstock Village and Town choose to approve retail cannabis.  

The Control Board advised that retail cannabis must be treated the same as any retail business within 

Woodstock zoning regulations. It is not permissible to have specific regulations regarding cannabis retail. 

The State of Vermont has implemented some regulations. The regulations would include 500-foot buffer 

zone from school property lines. Tori advised the commission members to refer to the guide that was 

submitted, specifically section four that details what is and is not permissible. Tori states that Kevin 

Geiger and Kimberly Gilbert from Two Rivers are working on documentation with suggested zoning 

language to submit to the towns that currently work with Two Rivers. If the town and village opt in for 

cannabis retail, Woodstock would have until October 2022, which is when the state of Vermont will 

begin to issue cannabis retail licenses. Opting in for retail cannabis does not mean that Woodstock will 

necessarily mean that a business will open but that the licensing will be issued for retail applicants. The 

vote to opt in for retail cannabis is in March 2022.  

Tori confirmed for Sally Miller that the opt in/out vote has been placed on the March 2022 ballot. Tori 

also said that there would be a cannabis information meeting would be held February 9th to assist in 

answering ballot questions, etc. If the only the town or village opts in, then the PC would need to create 

language specific to the town or village in addition to the state requirements. 

Sally Miller sought clarification as to whether the regulations should be stipulated by the PC or as a town 

or village ordinance. Tori states that for Two River’s the words zoning and ordinance are 

interchangeable. Tori shared that a new municipal guide would be released to the Cannabis Control 
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Board on March 1, 2022. Tori is hopeful that the guide will provide more insight as to what towns are 

capable of.  

Neal Leitner, Town Planner inquired from Tori what is the definition of school under the current 

guidelines. Neal’s query specifically mentions a church and preschool. The concern for the issue is the 

500-foot buffer zone for schools could potentially shut down the ability for businesses in the village. Tori

stated that the definition for school will hopefully be in the new municipal guidelines in March.

Nicolas Seldon asked Tori to explain the enforcement provision which talks about nuisance. Nicolas 

wanted to know if the municipality would regulate enforcement if a retail shop were engaging in 

nuisance behavior. 

Tori responded by confirming that the village/town in conjunction with the Cannabis Control Board 

would assist in the regulations in dealing with nuisance behavior. Nicolas inquired if the Cannabis 

Control Board has researched any nuisance behaviors in other towns where consumers are creating 

nuisance behaviors. Tori stated that type of research has not been conducted at this time but would 

consider researching prior to the Cannabis informational meeting. 

Frank Horneck said that research has been done regarding nuisance behavior but not regarding 

consumers. Tori confirmed that the current Vermont state law is that cannabis can only be smoked in a 

private residence only. Tori further stated that the regulation regarding edibles is not clear at this time. 

Tori shared that while smoking cannabis is usually obvious, ingesting it is difficult to prove. 

Sally Miller and Tori Littlefield confirmed that they will move forward as a team if the town/village opt in 

for cannabis retail.  

B. Accessory On-Farm Restaurant zoning amendment P.C. report.

Sally Miller introduced the next item on the agenda: AOFB zoning amendment. 

Sally Miller advised that it is the PC’s obligation to submit a report in conjunction with any zoning 

amendment.  

Mary Margaret Sloan discussed the zoning amendment report that she prepared for the PC. The PC 

discussed the report and discussed some changes to the report.  

Al Alessi and David Nixa offered suggestions to the PC regarding the report as well, pointing out issues 

that the current rendition of the amendment could create. 

The PC continued to discuss the finer points of the proposed amendment report. 

After discussions, a motion was made to accept the edits mentioned and was voted on unanimously by 

the six members present to accept.  

Motion passed 7-0. 

C. Town Plan Updates: Review and potentially schedule for public hearing

Sally Miller advised that the Town Plan update is placed on the March 2nd Planning Commission agenda. 



The planning commission discussed which chapters had updates. Neal Leitner said that the Housing, 

Economic Development, Energy and Education chapters included updates recommended by TRORC. 

Sally Miller asked if the town plan update public hearing schedule would still be on track for adoption by 

the end of June. Neal Leitner stated that it would be as long as the town plan update is sent to the public 

hearing process by the March 2nd Planning Commission at the latest.  

Sally Miller asked if the PC needs to vote on this tonight. Neal briefly explained the public hearing 

process. Sally also described the details of the process and why the town plan process was initiated. 

Nico Sheldon asked if the town plan update is the first since 2016. Sally stated that no, it was updated in 

2020 with the Education Chapter. Per Vermont Statute, the entire town plan must be updated, not by 

chapter. 

Accessory Dwelling Unit / Affordable Housing discussion. 

Sally Miller gave the PC an update with the progress the EDC Accessory Dwelling Unit subgroup has been 

working on. The EDC is still working on the details. Neal Leitner mentioned that Act 179, the Vermont 

Statute that promotes Accessory Dwelling Units, supersedes local zoning if it conflicts with the Act. Sally 

Miller discussed future planned meetings with the public to answer questions about the ADU process. 

After discussion ended, a motion was made to adjourn. It was seconded. 

Motion passed 7-0. 

E. ADJOURNMENT

Meeting adjourned at 9:00 PM. 



1 

Recommendations to the Woodstock Select Board  
from the Planning Commission 

Re On Farm Restaurant Amendment to Zoning Regulations 
February 2, 2022 

The Planning Commission is strongly in support of farm-to-table opportunities in Woodstock and 
helping farmers make a viable living from farming. It’s hard work and the profit margin can be quite 
slim. We as a community benefit from a farm’s undeveloped open space and locally available food, 
so any support we can provide is important, not just for the farmer, but for Woodstock and for 
Vermont. This perspective is reflected in our Town Plan and our current Zoning Regulations.  

In developing the recommendations below, the Planning Commission held a special hearing on 
January 11, 2022, in which over 50 people were in attendance, both virtually and in person. 
Additionally, members of the Planning Commission have connected with and learned from: VT 
Farm to Plate staff, Vital Communities Food & Farm Manager, Vermont Fresh Network, UVM 
Extension, Cloudland Farm (on farm restaurant in Pomfret), and Philo Ridge Farm (on farm 
restaurant in Charlotte).  

The proposed On Farm Restaurant Amendment is problematic for several reasons – One, the 
purpose of this amendment is counter to clear goals laid out in the Town Plan to protect the rural 
areas of Woodstock, for instance:  

• Land Use Goal: “5. to protect the historic settlement patterns of one main village center and smaller hamlets,
surrounded by rural areas.” p 108

• “Woodstock for the most part is a good example of the concentric circle of planning. The core, the village
center, has lot sizes at the highest density (1.8th of an acre). There are even a few grandfathered lots smaller
than this. The further one travels from the core, the lower the density. The forested area of the town (located
southwest of the village) represents the lowest density with a minimum parcel size of 28 acres. Not only does
land size change as one gets further away from the core but also the use of the land changes as one moves
further away. The most intense use, retail, is located at the village center. A gradual transition takes place as
one goes from central retail to adjacent service to rural agriculture and finally to woodland forestry at the
edges.” p 108

• “The Residential Five-Acre Area makes up a majority of the low density land area in Woodstock. The
primary purpose of this land use area is to provide a location for low-density residential development while
perpetuating the open, natural landscape that is so essential to Woodstock’s rural character. Most of the
development in this land use area lies directly along town roads, with much of it within three hundred feet of
these roads. With many of the homes being built close to the road, the back of the lots remain undeveloped.
When combined with neighboring lots, the undeveloped portions contribute to larger areas of undeveloped land
creating the desired outcome for wildlife habitat and healthy forests. These larger lots carry a twofold benefit,
homes for the residents and when viewed in total, a healthy ecosystem. … Uses in this area should be limited
primarily to residential and occupations that can be conducted within a home such as a day care facility or bed
and breakfast. … Development in this area must be of a type and scale that is consistent with the purpose of
this land use area. Retail development of any scale is not appropriate for this land use area”. p 109-110

• Under the description of Residential 5 Acres: Development in this area must be of a type and scale that is
consistent with the purpose of this land use area. Retail development of any scale is not appropriate for this
land use area.” p 110
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Two, the scale of the commercial/retail activity proposed by this amendment is out of alignment 
with activity in Residential areas and doesn’t take the impact on neighbors in to account. The 
Amendment allows for a commercial restaurant to be operated in Residential 5 Acre areas, up to 7 
days/week; open until 11PM each night; seating 80 people at a time; among other allowances. 
Because the On Farm Restaurant Amendment impacts Residential areas, it would affect more than 
half of the Town of Woodstock – this includes main roads right down to small dirt lanes. It also 
includes areas that are fairly densely populated such as parts of College Hill, Church Hill, areas 
adjacent to Taftsville such as Sugar Hill, along Route 12 north of town, and many other 
neighborhoods. Therefore, this issue needs thorough and thoughtful research and discussion – not a 
rushed process that bypasses the entity charged with overseeing Zoning Regulations. 

Three, the Town already endorses avenues for farmers to grow and sell products through Act 143 
(Accessory On Farm Business). Currently, Act 143 is being improved at the state level – there’s a bill 
before the House right now (H. 581), supported by the Rural Economic Development Working 
Group, to clarify rules for Accessory on Farm Businesses.  

Additionally, the impetus behind this proposed Amendment is Peace Field Farm, and there are 
currently lawsuits and countersuits surrounding this project. The Town should wait until those are 
resolved before moving forward.  

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Primary Recommendation: The Planning Commission encourages the Select Board to reject the 
proposed Amendment in full, for the reasons listed above, and ask the Planning Commission to take 
up a thorough review of our Zoning Regulations and consider changes to support agri-preneurial 
activity and diversification of on-farm business aligned with the Town Plan, including potentially on-
farm restaurants. Clearly, there is interest by some in the town, as reflected by the petition 
signatures. This would allow for time for thoughtful consideration and discussion, including with a 
range of farmers and others involved in Farm-to-Plate, that would go through the proper Planning 
Commission processes.  

Secondary Recommendation: If the Select Board decides not to adopt the first recommendation and 
it wants to move forward with some kind of amendment now, we urge the following changes to the 
Amendment to align it with state law and the Town Plan and Zoning Regulations, plus concerns 
raised by the Act 250 District Commission and Town Development Review Board: 

• Include a requirement that to fit under this amendment the entity must qualify as a farm
under Vermont State Law

• Remove the retail exclusion for On Farm Restaurants
• Adjust the amendment to recognize that it’s in an area zoned residential and must fit the

character of the neighborhood, per the Town Plan.
• Address the concern of scale by reducing the number of days open, hours of operation,

and people served. We recommend using Cloudland Farm and Philo Ridge Farm as
models, both of which are well-known on-farm restaurants in rural areas.

• Remand the modified amendment to the Planning Commission for review and approval
before putting it to a vote before the Select Board.
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Town of Woodstock 

Select Board Special Meeting 

April 22, 2022 

9:30 am 

Town Hall & Zoom 

Minutes 

Draft minutes are subject to approval. 

Present: Chair Joe Swanson, Ray Bourgeois, Mary Riley, Keri Cole, Susan Ford, 

Fire Chief David Green, Nikki Nourse, Todd Ulman, Steven Bauer, Tom Ayres, Kathy 

Avellino, Annie Abbott, Mark McElroy, Angela Ulman, Ethan Weinstein, Erica Ennis, 

Bill Corson, Sally Miller, Howard Krum, Mary Margaret Sloan, Todd Heyman, Holly 

Gaspar, Zoie Parent, Jenna Barker, PJ Eames, Sam DiNatale, Chuck Searle, Jeremy 

Freyer, Tom Meyerhoff, Tim McCarthy, Charlie Degener, Beth Finlayson, Donna 

Lombard 

A. Call to order

1. Char Swanson called the Select Board Special Meeting of April 22,

2022, to order at 9:30 am.

B. Continuation of Public Hearing for On Farm Restaurant Amendment

1. Mr. Bauer stated that agricultural products mean any raw agricultural

commodity, as defined in 6 VSA section 21(6), that is principally

produced on the farm and includes products prepared from the raw

agricultural commodities principally produced on the farm. Accessory

on farm businesses include the storage, preparation, and sale of

qualifying products, provided that more than half of the sales are from

qualifying agricultural products principally produced on the farm.

2. Ms. Ford stated that the fear in the community is that the R5 district is

one of Woodstock’s biggest districts. Maybe they should increase the

number of acres an on farm restaurant must have.

3. Chair Swanson stated that if someone is going to be able to produce

enough of their own supply on their farm, they are probably going to

need more than five acres to do it. It might be self-regulating.

4. Ms. Sloan stated that the Planning Commission had two hearings. This

is a significant change. They need to take the time to do it right. This

is not about one farm. This is about changing their zoning regulations

for any farm. They do not want to drag it out, but it needs to be done

right.

5. Ms. Miller stated that if anybody has a small farm and wants to put up

a farm stand to sell their produce, they can do that. This is under the

AOFB. She did some research and talked to Cloudland Farm, and they

do meet the requirements of AOFB by producing what they serve on

their farm. They have to produce a certain amount to be able to serve

a certain number of times a week. Therefore, it is possible to have a

restaurant currently on a farm without this amendment.
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6. Ms. Ford stated that the Select Board is not as well equipped as the 

Planning Commission to be going through this. She understands 

people’s frustration that the Planning Commission seems to take a 

really long time. It is hard work. 

7. Ms. Miller stated that they could get something back to the Select 

Board in 90 days.  

8. Ms. Lombard stated that the Planning Commission is all volunteers. 

Anybody can be on it. It feels like they are biased. 

9. Mr. Bauer stated that when opening a restaurant, you have to get 

permits from the Vermont Department of Health as well. 

10. Mr. Heyman stated that 5% of Woodstock voters signed this petition. 

The Select Board can vote it down. Nothing is stopping the Planning 

Commission from drafting their own version of it. The Planning 

Commission was provided detailed information with how it was 

supported by the Town Plan, specifically goals three and four.  

11. Ms. Barker stated that she grew up in Woodstock and has a long 

history here. She is concerned with the idea of sending this back to the 

Planning Commission. She was present for the meeting on January 

11th. The meeting was run in a biased fashion. People were allowed to 

speak in opposition with incorrect facts. Anyone who spoke up to 

support it was immediately shut down.  

12. Mr. Alessi stated that he thinks they should take the time and not 

rush it.  

13. Mr. Bauer stated that he could discuss his contract with the Town in 

order to work on this amendment. 

14. Ms. Riley stated that she does not feel comfortable passing the 

amendment as is. 

15. Chair Swanson stated that he does not feel comfortable sending it 

back to the Planning Commission. 

16. Ms. Lombard stated that this petition is written very well. If the Select 

Board passes this petition restaurants are not going to pop up 

everywhere in R5 areas. There is a process to open a restaurant. 

There are permits through the State and Town and it is very 

expensive. It is a great opportunity for farmers. 

Motion: by Ms. Ford to reject the wording in the petition and to ask Mr. Bauer to 

assist in redrafting an on farm restaurant amendment consistent with the hearing 

discussion had today.  

Seconded: by Mr. Bourgeois. 

Discussion: none. 

Vote: 5-0-0, passed.  

C. Other business – none. 

D. Executive session - deleted 

E. Adjournment 

Motion: by Mr. Bourgeois to adjourn the meeting at 10:46 am. 
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Seconded: by Ms. Cole. 

Discussion: none. 

Vote: 5-0-0, passed. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Nikki Nourse 
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