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ATTENDANCE 

 
DRB MEMBERS PRESENT:   
Michael McClallen, Chair 
Stephanie Lorentz 
Al Paul 
Jim Pell 
Steve Wilk 
 
STAFF PRESENT:   
Andrew Strniste, Zoning Administrator 
 
142-144 GROVE STREET:   
Lee Perry, Applicant (142-144 Grove Street) 
 

67 DORR DRIVE:   
Ricky Vest, Applicant (67 Dorr Drive) 
Steven J. Steigerwald, Nearby Neighbor (129  

Dorr Drive) 
 
80 SCHOOL STREET:   
Mary J. Shipley, Applicant (80 School Street) 
 
63 EAST STREET:   
George Ambrose, Applicant (63 East Street) 
Kendra Anderson, Relative (63 East Street) 
Carol Ellison, Landowner (63 East Street) 

 
 
• Members of the Rutland City Development Review Board convened in the Aldermen’s 

Chambers at Rutland City Hall @ 52 Washington Street around 5:55 PM. 
• No general public was in attendance to provide public comment before the evening’s hearings.   
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING – VARIANCE REQUEST (142-144 GROVE STREET) 6:02 PM 
APPLICANT: LEE PERRY 
LANDOWNER:  DAVID K. CLASSEN 
ZONING DISTRICT: SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (SFR) 

 
[6:02] Chair M. McClallen called the hearing to order and provided an overview of the hearing 

procedures.  He then swore in all those who were in attendance wishing to provide 
testimony during the evening’s public hearing. 

[6:03] Applicant Lee Perry informed the Board that the business has now been open for 
approximately five years and that they are serving around 1,500 clients.  The endeavor was 
initially a partnership and he did not realize that they were restricted to two (2) employees.  
At this time, he would like to expand the number of employees, specifically adding one for 
drying dogs.  He informed the Board that he is in the process of purchasing the building, and 
has worked to make the premises aesthetically pleasing.  The Applicant also advised that 
there was plenty of room for parking.  Board Member Paul confirmed that the days of 
operation which the Applicant responded as being Tuesday thru Saturday, five days a week.  
The Applicant informed the Board that in the event parking was an issued, employees could 
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park in the back of the building.  Currently, appointments are staggered, as there are never 
any more than three people at the facility at the same time.  Board Member Lorentz 
confirmed with the Applicant that the parking lot on the property towards the rear will now 
be able to be utilized in the event of parking issues since the Applicant will be the soon-to-
be landowner where the parking lot was able to be utilized in the past.  The Applicant 
informed the Board that updating the approval/permit is the last step prior to purchasing 
the property.  Board Member Paul confirmed that the hours of operation are 8:00 AM to 
5:00 PM; however, typically they end the business day sooner than 5:00 PM.  The business 
never keeps any dogs over nights and that the staff makes an effort to call clientele 10 
minutes in advance of the grooming session ending to alert the client to come and get their 
dog.  The facility does have some stalls to house the dogs when clients are running late; to 
help prevent that, there are late fees.  Chair M. McClallen asked if the Applicant ever 
envisioned having more than four employees; the Applicant informed the Board that he did 
not think so for the short term; however, there could be a time where he will not always be 
at the facility and there would be four employees, and therefore, a total of five staff 
members.  The Applicant confirmed that there would be sufficient parking if the business 
grew to five employees.  If parking became an issue, staff could park in the back.  Board 
Member Lorentz confirmed that there are two apartments, with the Applicant living in one 
of them.  The Applicant intends to paint the building this summer. 

[6:12] The Board had no other remaining questions, nor did the Applicant provide additional 
testimony.  Chair M. McClallen adjourned the hearing and provided an overview of the 
process going forward. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING – CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW (67 DORR DRIVE) 6:15 PM 
APPLICANT: RICKY VEST 
LANDOWNER:  MISSION CITY CHURCH 
ZONING DISTRICT: SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (SFR) 

 
[6:15] Chair M. McClallen called the hearing to order and provided an overview of the hearing 

procedures.  He then swore in all those who were in attendance wishing to provide 
testimony during the evening’s public hearing. 

[6:16] Applicant Ricky Vest, the Executor Pastor of Mission City Church, informed the Board that 
Mission City Church recently acquired the property and are proposing to use some of the 
annex space as living quarters to raise and train new leaders.  Currently, the facility has a 
nice parishioners house and nice attached sanctuary.  The space proposed to be renovated 
into living space was previously residential area, and is not proposed to be the primary use 
of the property.  The once-used chapel space will be used for mainly for youth gatherings.  A 
care-taker living area will be located on the basement floor, while the top floor will contain 
two living areas for the trainees in the ministry.  After about a year, the trainees are 
expected to be assigned elsewhere.  The living quarters allow the Church to provide housing 
while the trainees are studying and training.  The renovations will include the existing 
bedrooms, but will be divided into two living areas – an efficiency area (studio/one-
bedroom) and a three-bedroom area.  The area will function similarly to a dwelling unit; 
however, it will not be rented out.  Board Member Wilk inquired about the schooling aspect 
of the project, hours and days of operation.  The Applicant informed the Board that trainees 
will serve as additional Church staff and that the facility will be open between 9:00 AM to 
5:00 PM, Monday thru Thursday.  In response to Board Member Lorentz’s questions, no 
worship ceremonies will occur at the property, and there is not expected to be a lot of 
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gathering or seminary groups.  In response to Board Member Paul’s question, there are no 
training sessions or gatherings currently scheduled. 

[6:22] A discussion ensued amongst the Board and Applicant about whether the facility qualified 
as a “Place of Religious Worship” under the zoning regulations.  The Applicant advised that 
ceremonies would largely happen off-site; however, Chair M. McClallen confirmed that 
there would be regular youth meetings on Tuesdays.  Staff Member Strniste opined that the 
regular occurrence of youth meetings at the site would qualify the use as a “Place of 
Religious Worship” in accordance with definition.  Board Member Lorentz confirmed that 
the training would be limited; Chair M. McClallen confirmed that the residential areas would 
not be used for rental purposes, and the Applicant advised that they were comfortable with 
a condition saying so.  In response to Board Member Wilk’s question, there are expected to 
be five employees during the day at the site, with an estimated up-to seven potential 
residents in the second floor living area. 

[6:28] A discussion commenced about the floor plan (Attachment 4) and the occupancy limitations 
of the living quarters.  The Applicant advised that the efficiency area was designed for 
maybe a couple, while the three-bedroom living area was designed for five people.  Staff 
Member Strniste informed the Board that the City’s Building Inspector has already 
inspected some of the renovations.  Chair M. McClallen and Staff Member Strniste informed 
the Applicant that he, the Zoning Administrator, and the Department of Public Works should 
coordinate about the Water & Sewer Allocation Application. 

[6:12] The Board had no other remaining questions, nor did the Applicant provide additional 
testimony.  Chair M. McClallen adjourned the hearing and provided an overview of the 
process going forward. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING – CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW (80 SUMMER STREET) 6:35 PM 
APPLICANT: MARY J. SHIPLEY 
LANDOWNER:  MARY J. SHIPLEY 
ZONING DISTRICT: MIXED RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT 1 (MR-1) 

 
[6:15] Chair M. McClallen called the hearing to order and provided an overview of the hearing 

procedures.  He then swore in all those who were in attendance wishing to provide 
testimony during the evening’s public hearing. 

[6:16] Applicant Mary Shipley informed the Board that she recently relocated from North Carolina 
where she previously ran a cleaning business.  She fostered dogs in the past.  She recently 
bought 30 Meadow Street and 80 School Street with the purposes of renovating 80 School 
Street, previously a laundromat, into a dog boarding facility.  She intends on boarding small 
dog breeds and to make the boarding facility as a “home away from home” that has beds 
and couches, as well as yard space.  Since she will be living in the building and there will be 
cameras, there will be no unsupervised time.  Board Member Lorentz inquired about the 
number of dogs that she intends to board at any one time; the Applicant informed the Board 
that she does not anticipate any more than 6 client dogs.  She will not be offering any 
grooming services; however, she wants to collaborate with a groomer around the corner.  
The Applicant wishes to invest in the community and make improvements on the street, 
which also includes the building at 30 Meadow Street. 

[6:39] Board Member Lorentz inquired about the outside areas.  The Applicant responded that 
there would be two fenced-in area, which are identified on Attachment 7 of the Staff Report.  
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The fence will be approximately 6 ft. in height.  Inside, the Applicant advised, given the 
drainage and existing plumbing capabilities relating to the laundromat, she wishes to 
construct an indoor “potty” area.  Board Member Lorentz asked clarification questions 
about the attached living space, as well as about the building at 30 Meadow Street.  The 
Applicant informed the Board that she is expecting to convert the 30 Meadow Street 
building from a multi-family dwelling into a single-family dwelling, and hopefully move her 
mother into the building.  The Applicant is proposing to live in the dwelling unit at 80 
Summer Street as she is fixing 30 Meadow Street. 

[6:43] Board Member Lorentz confirmed that there were be no other employees.  The Applicant 
informed the Board that she thrives by herself, and that the boarding facility will not have a 
bathroom, and therefore, any potential employees would need to use her bathroom in her 
residence.  The Applicant is seeking to add insulation, weather proof the facility, and add a 
second vestibule for the intake of dogs.  The second vestibule also provides as a security 
measure to get between the interior building space and the outside world.  A discussion 
ensued about the parking arrangement and pick-up/drop-off arrangement.  The Applicant 
advised that the parking area will be next to the 80 Summer Street building, and that pick-
up and drop-off times will be staggered.  The Applicant’s parking area will be a garage on 
the other side of the building (80 Summer Street), which is accessed from Meadow Street. 

[6:46] In response to Board Member Lorentz’s question, the Applicant informed the Board that a 
four-unit, multi-family dwelling directly abuts her property.  She has communicated her 
plans with the neighbor.  Hours of operation are expected to be between 8:00 AM and 5:00 
PM with limited outdoor time after hours.  The Applicant does not rule out the possibility of 
having employees in the future, but suspects only having one if she were to have employees.  
The Applicant is not proposing to have day boarding on Saturday and Sunday, and may be 
limiting day boarding to Tuesday thru Friday. 

[6:52] Chair M. McClallen confirmed with the Applicant that she could potentially need one 
employee in the future and that she is not expecting to have any more than six client dogs 
(excluding her dogs).  The Applicant advised that she wanted to make this endeavor 
successful for herself and the community. 

[6:53] The Board had no other remaining questions, nor did the Applicant provide additional 
testimony.  Chair M. McClallen adjourned the hearing and provided an overview of the 
process going forward.  The Applicant, after the hearing, informed the Board that she did 
speak to Ted Gillen about obtaining a Water & Sewer Allocation Permit upon approval from 
the Board. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING – SITE PLAN REVIEW (63 EAST STREET) 6:54 PM 
APPLICANT: GEORGE AMBROSE 
LANDOWNER:  CAROL J. ELLISON 
ZONING DISTRICT: MIXED RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT 1 (MR-1) 

 
[6:54] Chair M. McClallen called the hearing to order and provided an overview of the hearing 

procedures.  He then swore in all those who were in attendance wishing to provide 
testimony during the evening’s public hearing. 

[6:16] Applicant George Ambrose informed the Board that Carol Ellison is his mother-in-law, and 
provided a brief history of how Carol ended up living at 63 East Street.  He advised the 
Board that they are looking to construct an 11 ft. x 19 ft. garage onto the southside single-
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family dwelling that would be ±8 ft. from the property.  The garage floor will be comprised 
of cement and black top.  The property line was surveyed, as the City’s resources depicted 
the property line incorrectly.  Staff Member Strniste directed the Board to Attachment 6, 
which was a statement provided by a surveyor. 

[7:01] Board Member Lorentz confirmed that the garage was going to be 8 ft. from the property 
line instead of 10 ft. from the property line, which is the normal setback requirement.  
Therefore, the Applicant requires a 2 ft. setback waiver.  Board Member Lorentz then 
confirmed that it will be a single car garage.  The Applicant informed the Board that the 
garage door will be approximately 10 feet.  While the garage addition could be 10 ft., the 
width would be tight when parking a car in the garage.  Board Member Lorentz asked about 
the owner at 65 East Street.  The Applicant informed the Board that the landowner at 65 
East Street did not have an issue with the proposed project and submitted correspondence 
into the record stating so.  The Applicant then advised that the house at 65 East Street was 
approximately 2.5 ft. from the property line, and that that landowner had been given 
permission to erect stagging for painting purposes in the future.  The Applicant then 
informed the Board that he and the landowner had engaged with the neighbors about the 
proposed project. 

[7:04] The Board had no other remaining questions, nor did the Applicant provide additional 
testimony.  Chair M. McClallen adjourned the hearing and provided an overview of the 
process going forward.   

 
OTHER BUSINESS 7:05 PM 

 
 
[7:05] The Board enter into closed deliberation to discuss the evening’s applications. 

[7:15] The Board adjourned the evening’s meeting. 
 

 
Respectfully Submitted by Andrew Strniste, Planning & Zoning Administrator 


