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 Town of Middlebury Design Advisory Committee (DAC) 
Minutes of April 20, 2018 

Approved as submitted 6/15/2018 
 

 Members Present: Natalie Peters, Glenn Andres, Jim Pulver, Lillian Snow and Chris Zeoli  

Members Absent:  

Staff Present:   Jennifer Murray, Dave Wetmore 

Others Present: John McLeod and MC students, Ashley Cadwell, Steve Ingram and Margret 
Carothers 

 
1. Call to Order:  Natalie called the meeting to order at 12:00 pm and introductions were made 

of those present. 
   

2. Public Comment- None offered. 
 

3. Minutes- 3/23/2018 

On a Motion by Glen, seconded by Jim, the DAC voted to approve the minutes of 3/23/2018 
as presented.  Motion passed 4- yes 0- no, Chris abstained. 
 

4. Habitat for Humanity two-family housing project at 51 Seymour Street 

Natalie Peters- invited John and students to make their presentation. This is the Habitat for 
Humanity project proposed for 51 Seymour Street.  
 
Several Middlebury College students presented the following; 
 
This project is proposed as two detached single-family units. The street line will be held with a 
shed structure that is designed to look like a section of the gable end of the residential units. 
The residential units will be set back to avoid the former foundation and allow equal access to 
yard and private space. The driveway is proposed to be located along the northern boundary. 
Four designated parking spaces will be created. There are three options for parking, one of 
which is depicted with the DAC packet. Front and rear setback waiver will be required. The 
units are separated by a low drainage area.  
 
Each unit will benefit from approx. 3000 sq. ft. of outside private area. The rear unit will be a 
2-bedroom unit and the front unit will be a 3-bedroom unit. Both units are single story units 
with a linear layout which provides equal access to sun and views to south and west. Living 
spaces are oriented to the west providing access to solar exchange. Roof pitch will likely be 
12/12 and units will be ADA accessible. The students feel the steep pitch roof transmits a safe 
and strong feel and is characteristic of other homes in the area. Any solar (if installed) would 
be roof mounted. All units will be slab mounted and use heat pumps for heating. Exterior 
materials include; 
 Primary surfaces- metal and/or durable and strong hardi plank siding materials. 
 Secondary surfaces- natural wood striving for a warm and welcoming feel. These 
materials will face Seymour Street. 
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DAC comments-  
Jim- Expressed that the design is “on the right track”. Jim noted that the shed can be an 
organizing element and suggested a pergola/parking or garden space between the shed and 1st 
unit. Maybe this area could be used as parking for the 1st unit. Jim suggested that the unit 
design could benefit from a dedicated entrance way/vestibule area. This area could be a small 
living space/office. Regarding the exterior, Jim suggested the sheds gable does not need to 
look exactly like it was cut off one of the residential units.  
 
Lilian- supports a mudroom/vestibule area for storage. She expressed concern that the long 
linear corridor is cave like and is not warm and inviting. Students suggested that they are 
planning windows placed high that would let light in and change feel. Lilian supports the use of 
maintenance free/durable exterior materials. She suggested that the shed be separated into 
individual spaces. Landscaping is well thought out.  Lilian had also attended their class to share 
input on landscaping.  Likes the use of existing natural features along with compatible species 
to separate the units. Good landscape buffers along north and south boundaries. 
 
Natalie- Very impressed – good use of site. Parking for each unit should be separated. 
Suggested incorporating a loft space for additional space. Regarding exterior materials Natalie 
suggests limiting the use of metal, favoring wood siding materials. Natalie expressed that 
larger windows in the living spaces would invite a more open/larger feel. 
 
Glenn- Suggested separating the shed with an interior dividing wall w/separate entrances. 
Glenn agreed that the design is a good use of site. The long narrow entrance is troubling, likes 
the idea of added windows along hall, expanding end bedroom w/added window and 
vestibule area. Glenn noted that the street setback/private buffer is not as important. 
 
Chris- Asked if there is clearing planned to the west, noting that a privacy buffer is important. 
John expressed that limited clearing would be needed to site rear unit. Chris suggested that 
other wetland vegetation (i.e. Redleaf Dogwood) should be incorporated in landscaping to mix 
it up. 
 
Jennifer- asked to DAC to comment specifically to the review criteria outlined in Section 
690.VI.  She asked them for input about (1) its relationship to the historic significance of 
surrounding properties, and (2) general compatibility of the proposed exterior design, 
arrangement, texture and materials proposed to be used.  
 
Looking at the rendering, DAC feels proposed vernacular use of materials facing the Street is 
similar to that found in the surrounding area. The form and use of materials proposed for the 
residential units fits well with the small worker housing concept and echoes similar structures 
along the Street. Good use of site and provides for private areas.   
 
Staff asked the DAC to comment on the shed/storage unit, which was included in the site plan 
to “hold” the front line of the other homes along Seymour Street.  Does it work?  Should it be 
eliminated altogether?  DAC members felt the shed might look out of place if it were not held 
and integrated into the site by the wall.  Jim suggests that the shed reinforces the architecture 
itself – by projecting a slice of the residential buildings. Plans work well w/landscaping and 
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other neighboring structures.  Jim had additional comments for using the shed as a design 
element for extruding into the site, and incorporating a pergola or similar features. 

 
The existing lot is long and narrow. Holding frontline is not as critical because of the location of 
the north and south neighboring structures. Could the shed feature be removed?  
 
Shed design and materials should mimic that used on the residential units. DAC noted that 
metal siding is more subject to damage when used as horizontal siding. DAC expressed that 
the use and texture of the proposed exterior materials is appropriate. Horizontal siding should 
face the Street side. DAC expressed concern related to the use of metal to form transition 
between roof and sidewall. Choice of eave materials needs more work.  Glenn- expressed that 
including the DRB review criteria with the agenda and application materials was helpful for the 
DAC’s review. 
 
John- asked about requesting the setback waivers. Jen stated that should be included in the 
DRB application request and review. 
 
Jen- asked if the DAC would like to see the final plans again this Fall? Yes.  
 
Jen shared that she would like the DRB to see these plans before they are finalized… the same 
presentation made to the DAC would be sufficient.  This would be a preliminary/conceptual 
review.  John and staff will discuss scheduling following the meeting today.   

 
5. Other: 

Glenn- Talked about the “Certified Local Government” (CLG) program.  This is a Federal 
Preservation Program to help communities save the irreplaceable historic character of places. 
There are grant opportunities, which would require the Town to have a historic oversite 
committee similar to the DAC. Middlebury is one of the few larger Towns in VT that doesn’t 
have this designation. Glenn suggests we should explore. Jen noted that enrolling in the CLG 
program was included as an action item in the 2017 Town Plan.  She spoke about the need for 
a new inventory to update the State Historic Register listings, as well as a better inventory of 
historic features that aren’t buildings, such as fences or bridges. 
 

6. Adjournment:   Lilian Snow moved to adjourn at 1:15 PM, Chris 2nds. Motion carries 5-yes, 0-
no. Meeting adjourned at 1:40 pm. 
 

Minutes submitted by David Wetmore  


