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  Town of Middlebury Planning Commission (MPC) 1 

Zoom meeting 2 

Minutes of February 17, 2022 3 

Draft 4 

 5 

 Members Present: Barbara Saunders (Chair), Sam Ostrow, Chris Robbins, Erik Remsen, Lucy 
Schumer, Angela Cobrin-Landis  

Members Absent: Todd Desabrais 

Staff Present:   Jennifer Murray 

Others Present: Alix O’Meara (ACCT) 

 6 

1. Call to Order- This meeting was conducted via Zoom.  The meeting was called to order at 7 

1 2:03pm. 8 

 9 

2. Public Comment 10 

None.  11 

 12 

3. Approval of Minutes 13 

Tabled. 14 

 15 

4. Planning Updates 16 

Staff updated the PC about a solar project planned for the area between Halliday Road 17 

and Newton Lane and they had a brief discussion based on correspondence between staff 18 

and the solar developer, asking some questions about the project.  No further PC action 19 

required. 20 

 21 

Staff updated the PC about the request made at the Infrastructure Committee for their 22 

support of the Triangle Bike Loop and a grant proposal to put signage along the route as 23 

shown in the Triangle Bike Loop master plan.  In light of the PCs previous discussion on 24 

this topic, Bill and Dan put together an alternative route map for the PC’s consideration 25 

and endorsement for recommendation back to the Infrastructure Committee.  The 26 

majority of PC members are satisfied that this places the route just outside the busiest 27 

part of Downtown and doesn’t cross tour groups at Court Square.  They feel the spur 28 

leading to Downtown is adequate for riders who want to explore Downtown Middlebury 29 

as part of their visit.  Jennifer liked that the alternative route makes use of streets in line 30 

for future repairs and upgrades, so that those future grant applications align with the 31 

location of the Bike Route.  Erik did not agree with the other PC members, preferring to 32 

route users directly through Downtown using the routes (different for east bound and 33 

west bound riders) mentioned in the original plan prepared by their consultant as part of 34 

the New Haven MPG grant-funded project.  After additional discussion it became clear 35 

there would not be consensus, so Jennifer recommended they refer the question back to 36 

department heads to meet with the project sponsors to have a more technical discussion 37 

related to safety and future infrastructure improvements in the context of selecting a 38 

route through Downtown to recommend to the Infrastructure Committee. 39 

 40 



 

 2 

5. Continue zoning discussion   41 

The Planning Commission continued progress on the conversation about the 42 

requirements in the TND regulations that developers be required to provide storage for 43 

each new unit.  Sam says storage is problematic, particularly for multifamily buildings.  He 44 

thinks it’s not a good use of this opportunity for shaping a new neighborhood.  Alix shared 45 

ACCT’s experience- one problem they encounter is providing storage space in new 46 

developments.  It is an additional cost to the project and there are fire safety concerns for 47 

attached enclosed spaces.  Barbara would like us to think about some compromise.  She 48 

would like to remain respectful to the needs of the community and thinks storage would 49 

be useful for families who would like to save toys, strollers, etc. for younger siblings to 50 

inherit so they don’t need to purchase those items new.  The PC discussed various storage 51 

types- lockers, cages rather than rooms.  Sam said they make storage lockers that are 52 

3ftx3ft… he thinks 9sf is a good size.  He feels that 80sf is far too much. 53 

 54 

Can think of a couple examples of offices that don’t comply with the rule in the R12 that 55 

offices and service businesses exceed 2,000sf of floor area but may be appropriate in 56 

residential neighborhoods.  Would like to think of a definition for allowing appropriate 57 

retail that could serve a neighborhood. 58 

 59 

Jennifer noted that their consultant’s recommendations focus on regulating student 60 

housing in various ways.  Student housing is defined separately and allowed in certain 61 

places only.  Jennifer asked about the 1-mile walking distance restriction.  Barbara and 62 

Sam agreed the distance restriction is clumsy and is dealt with elsewhere in the 63 

regulations, like restricting that use in rural districts where party houses have cropped up 64 

in the past.  The PC generally agrees that the College’s quota on the number of students 65 

allowed to live off-campus has helped reduce the sense of urgency around regulating 66 

student housing.  Jennifer says part of this is also about not encouraging real estate 67 

speculators to buy large single family homes under the new zoning and split them up 68 

because they can make money from student housing.  The PC generally agrees that 69 

landlords rent to more than just students, and more apartments would be a good thing 70 

for the time being.  Angela asked- what if they bought the house and 4 or more students 71 

live there, is this defined as student housing?  She is concerned that if they aren’t allowed 72 

to keep them as student rentals in certain districts and are required to sell it as a single-73 

family home, the whole house will sell for $600,000 and not be affordable to anyone.  This 74 

same argument is relevant to the question of how hard we want to work to keep large 75 

homes on small lots in our historic single family neighborhoods single-family going 76 

forward, or if allowing people to make them duplexes and apartments is worth the risk 77 

and beneficial in moderation. 78 

 79 

6. Other Business/Adjournment   80 

Continue zoning amendments discussion next time.  Meeting concluded at 1:30 PM. 81 

 82 

Submitted by:  Jennifer Murray  83 


