
 

 

 

 

 

Rutland City Planning Commission 

Minutes 

March 10, 2021 

 

The meeting was held by teleconference because of the new COVID-19 protocols.  

 

Present: Susan Schreibman (SS), Patrick Griffin (PG) and Larry Walter (LW). 

 

Also Present: Tara Kelly, Planning Director and Zoning Administrator, Brandy Saxton of Place 

Sense, Brennan Duffy of the Rutland Redevelopment Authority, Mike McClallen for the DRB, 

and Barbara Spaulding, recording secretary. 

 

SS, Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:30 pm.   

 

I. ADDITIONS/DELETIONS – None. 

II. PUBLIC COMMENT – None. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – February 24, 2021. 

 

PG moved to approve the minutes of February 24, 2021. LW seconded. Motion passed 

unanimously. 

IV. NEW BUSINESS – None.  

V. OLD BUSINESS – Draft Zoning Bylaws with Brandy Saxton. 

Discussion resumed with §423 Site Plan Review, Title 31, page 147. Brandy said it will 

be important going forward to distinguish between major and minor projects. The 

classification is entirely a matter of city policy. Major projects will require site plan 

review by the DRB while minor projects will be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator.  

PG asked if there was a definition of construction and whether interior modifications 

would require site plan review. He also asked for a definition of “proposed development” 

and if a major renovation included any interior alterations. Brandy agreed to research the 

definitions. LW added that unless a wall is load-bearing, interior alternations should a 

minor project. Brandy agreed that as long as there was no increase to the building’s 

footprint, interior alterations were minor projects. Discussion continued on whether the 

City’s building code language superseded zoning. Brennan suggested adding language 

specifying exterior structural changes scope or scale to the definition. 

Brennan asked how similar the draft site plan language is to current zoning regarding the 

role of zoning administrator. Tara said the new language gives the zoning administrator 



 

 

more ability that makes sense but that it is not much different than what is currently in 

zoning other than this draft makes it a lot cleaner. 

§424 Conditional Use Review. Brandy discussed that the concept of major change to an 

existing conditional use is new language. The draft language sets criteria for what level of 

change would trigger conditional use approval. Tara said policy as drafted is appropriate. 

§424-431 Brandy said these sections are mandated by statute. 

§426.A LW asked to clarify approved plat and suggested “prepared by a land surveyor”. 

PG asked about the DRB reviewing subdivisions. Tara said this was put under DRB 

control when the DRB was created. 

§431 Figure 4-01. Development Review Criteria page 156. Brandy said this checklist can 

be used by applicants and the DRB when writing decisions and findings under these 

criteria. Brennan asked if this was new or mandated by state statute. Brandy said she 

provided the table as a clear list for applicants and the DRB. Mike said it made sense to 

him and Tara added that the current practice does not prepare an applicant for what is 

required for site plan review.  

§432-436 Appeals. Brandy said there are two issues that are policy driven pieces to 

discuss. In §434 Appeals of DRB Decision she explained the benefit of “on the record” 

for DRB meetings. This would allow the Environmental Court judge to rule on an appeal 

with no new evidence. This can discourage applicants from appealing. Tara agreed this is 

an interesting tool to avoid the costs of appeals and a good move for the City Attorney. 

Brandy explained this will require a bit more administration on behalf of the municipality 

to record meetings, maintain recordings, swear people in to give testimony as it is a more 

formal process. Tara said these requirements are being followed currently and would not 

be a burden. Brandy added that the DRB would need to adopt the MAPA motion.  

Brandy said the second issue is §435 Waivers. Tara said waivers will reduce the number 

of variances in the future and finds them helpful. Brandy discussed caps to the waiver of 

dimensional standards to a 30% modification. PG agreed waivers are great and the 

percentage is great but he wondered why wetlands weren’t omitted from §435.A (4) and 

in Figure 4-02. Waiver and Variance Review Criteria #5. Brandy said she would 

research.  

§437-441 Brandy said these sections are straight from statute. SS asked if in §441 

approvals should have a timeframe added as opposed to being valid for a year.  

§442-446 Brandy said the ticket language is new and the City will need to file with the 

judicial bureau. Tara said the fee schedule has be in the ordinance.  

Rutland City Residential Zoning Analysis and Recommendations.  

Brandy suggested that due to the time she would walk through the report and pick up the 

discussion at the next meeting. She discussed the existing Single Family Residential 



 

 

districts in the City and how Fair Housing Law may see the percentage of SFR as 

discriminatory. This could put the City at risk of a legal challenge under Federal Housing 

Laws. She discussed the mapping of the SFR district and recommended breaking up the 

district to reflect the differences in built form and density, creating a new mixed-use 

district and a new district for civic facilities. Brandy also presented a table of dimensional 

standards for the proposed districts that would replace the SFR. 

The Commission decided to pick up discussion at Mixed Residential District 1 on March 

24.  

Sign Ordinance Status – LW asked about the article in the Herald regarding electronic 

signs and whether the sign ordinance had been adopted. Tara explained that at the Board 

of Aldermen’s meeting the sign ordinance was referred back to committee. The issue was 

whether maintenance on an electronic sign could end the grandfathering.  Alderman 

Mattis made a minor change that was approved by committee and sent to the full Board 

for their March 15 meeting. 

VI.       CORRESPONDENCE – None. 

 

VII.       ADJOURN – PG moved to adjourn.  LW seconded. Motion passed unanimously. The  

meeting ended at 7:08 pm. The next meeting will be held March 24, 2021. 

 

For the Commission: Barbara Spaulding, Recording Secretary 


