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  Town of Middlebury Planning Commission (MPC) 1 

Zoom meeting 2 

Minutes of March 3, 2022 3 

Draft 4 

 5 

 Members Present: Sam Ostrow, Chris Robbins, Lucy Schumer, Erik Remsen 

Members Absent: Barbara Saunders (Chair), Angela Cobrin-Landis, Todd Desabrais 

Staff Present:   Jennifer Murray 

Others Present:  

 6 

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

12:05pm.   8 

 9 

2. Public Comment -   None  10 

 11 

3. Approval of Minutes- Tabled. 12 

 13 

4. Continue zoning discussion   14 

 15 

Participants jumped into a discussion of accessory dwelling unit regulations prompted by 16 

Chris’s observation that there are some discrepancies between Sections 721, 733 and 736.  17 

We concluded that this can be fixed by removing setback, height language for accessory 18 

structures in 721 and regulating them like other structures by using the Table in Section 19 

610 instead.   On that note, Chris asked if we should just set 15ft as the minimum setback 20 

for accessory structures rather than changing the rear setback to 15ft across the 21 

downtown residential districts.  Whether it’s two primary structures or one primary 22 

structure and an accessory structure like a barn or garage, Sam sees appeal in having one 23 

at the front of the lot, the other set to the rear of the lot and a yard space between.  He 24 

would keep the shallower rear setback as proposed.   25 

 26 

The PC talked about the fact that not every aspect of this batch of zoning amendments 27 

will be predictable or perfect, and should be prepared to modify them in another year or 28 

two as needed.  Sam thinks staff should continue take notes over time to see if (for 29 

instance) lot coverage comes into play in their review of applications.  We should identify 30 

friction points in the regulations and track them.  Jen and Dave regularly compile notes on 31 

the regulations, and these were part of the 3-part zoning audit our consultant performed. 32 

 33 

The PC discussed tiny houses, and Jennifer showed them some working definitions from 34 

other towns.  They identified two distinctions- (1) that tiny homes should be defined so 35 

that we are separating how we regulate those on permanent foundations from those on 36 

wheels and a chassis; and (2) that stand-alone tiny houses on a chassis parked in 37 

someone’s driveway are regulated differently from tiny house developments.  They 38 

discussed tiny house developments and the similarities/differences between those and 39 

mobile home parks, cottage court developments and cooperative housing projects, citing 40 

examples from around the area.  Jennifer said that we would be regulating tiny homes in 41 
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a tiny house development the same as any other dwelling units.  She would regret seeing 42 

them take up a lot of space in the Downtown area as there are limited vacant lots with 43 

sewer service and we are trying to encourage taller development and more multi-family 44 

housing types to make the best use of that space.  The PC concluded that it is the same 45 

thing we’ve said all along… that it’s really a mix of housing types that we’re looking for in 46 

the R-20.  Some tiny homes are welcome, preferably in combination with other housing 47 

types. 48 

 49 

Jen presented a definition of Neighborhood store from Montpelier, which required 40% of 50 

its floor area be dedicated to groceries, but allows the rest of the space to be a gathering 51 

place, deli, etc.  Sam and others were enthusiastic that this would be beneficial and 52 

appropriate in the R-8, R-12, R-20 and HI districts.  Sam thinks it could even work in R-4. 53 

 54 

Lucy stressed the importance of regulating lighting, and its impact on neighborhood 55 

character. Where we allow non-residential uses in residential neighborhoods we have to 56 

be applying lighting standards.  We have a section in our regulations dealing with lighting, 57 

including a list of prohibited fixture types, that we use in our review of applications. 58 

 59 

The PC talked about the pressure from the Mixed-use area at Hannaford Plaza and its 60 

pressure on the proposed R-12 (formerly OFA) strip on Court Street from approx. Creek 61 

Road to Cross Street.  The conclusion of that discussion was that we don’t want to 62 

encourage retail in that (R-12) strip because of the number of entrances and exits through 63 

that busy corridor.  This is a very attractive place for adding affordable housing 64 

(apartments), in a denser version of what’s there now. 65 

 66 

The PC discussed the character of the Seminary/Washington Street triangle for assisting 67 

Jen in crafting a neighborhood description.  They also discussed the character and future 68 

development potential of the North Pleasant Street corridor. 69 

 70 

The PC discussed showing mixed-use (MU) zoning on the east side of Exchange Street to 71 

Vermont Sun, which would allow a wider variety of uses including housing.  Sam suggests 72 

also including the RK Miles overflow lot on the west side.  Also suggests checking the 73 

dimensional standards to make sure we can allow something the size of Bee’s Wrap, 74 

which felt like the right kind of new construction for this area.  PC suggests that we check 75 

uses to be sure we’re allowing a Food Hub on lower Exchange Street as well as the 76 

(different zoning district) Stonecutter Spirits parcel.   77 

 78 

Asked where we want to code cannabis retail for this first round of edits, the PC said it’s 79 

still hard to tell without the State guidelines or any applications, but we can safely start 80 

with the PHD and MU districts and work our way up from there once we have a feel for 81 

what we’re dealing with and how they will be regulated. 82 

 83 

5. Other Business/Adjournment   84 

Continue zoning amendments discussion next time.  Meeting concluded at 1:50 PM. 85 

 86 

Submitted by:  Jennifer Murray  87 


