
 

 

 

Rutland City Planning Commission 

Meeting Minutes 

April 27, 2022 

 

Present: Alvin Figiel (AF), Rebecca Mattis (RM), Pat Griffin (PG) and Sarah Roy (SR).  

 

Also Present: Alderman Ettori, John Ruggiero, Andrew Strniste Planning & Zoning 

Administrator and Barbara Spaulding recording secretary. 

 

Absent: David O’Brien. 

 

PG, Acting Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:36 pm.   

 

I. ADDITIONS/DELETIONS – None. 

II. PUBLIC COMMENT – None. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – March 23, 2022. 

 

AF moved to approve the minutes of March 23, 2022. RM seconded. Motion passed 

unanimously. 

IV. NEW BUSINESS – None. 

V. OLD BUSINESS – Draft Zoning Bylaws Zoning Districts. 

Andrew suggested picking up the discussion from the last meeting regarding which 

commercial and industrial uses would be permitted in the proposed “light commercial” 

and “general commercial” districts. He reminded the Commission that they had 

completed the residential list of uses at the last meeting.  

AF began the discussion by proposing prohibiting the following uses in the light 

commercial district: heavy industry, tank farm or fuel distribution services and 

transportation services. Andrew reviewed the description of transportation services and 

waste services. PG added prohibiting waste services, salvage yard and correctional 

facility. John Ruggiero spoke in favor of limiting additional correctional facilities in the 

future from any neighborhood in the City to lessen the concentration of these facilities 

and services. SR discussed the positives of having these types of facilities in the City and 

not relegated to the outskirts. She also doubts that another jail would be built in the City 

and she does not see an additional probation and parole office as a negative. The debate 

continued with Andrew reading from §208 Use Definitions (17) Transitional Housing 

and (18) Transitional Housing, DOC-funded. PG asked whether the Commissioners want 

a correctional facility in light commercial and/or general commercial. RM said she agrees 

it should not be allowed in light commercial but thinks it makes sense for general 

commercial. Andrew asked the Commission to review the difference between light and 

general commercial to better understand how to categorize uses. AF agreed that the uses 



 

 

that have more of a negative impact on a neighborhood should be relegated to general 

commercial and prohibited in light commercial. SR agreed.   

Discussion continued with AF proposing the following uses be prohibited from the light 

commercial district: hospital, cemetery, golf course and public outdoor recreation facility. 

PG did not feel that hospital or medical use should be prohibited in either district. RM 

suggested a C/S for light and P/S for general. Andrew said with regard to cemetery and 

outdoor recreation, depending on where these districts are located, are land intensive uses 

and the Commission should consider whether devoting that amount of land in those 

districts is warranted. PG said he is ok not prohibiting outdoor recreation and allowing it 

if it makes sense because it wouldn’t have a negative impact on the neighborhood. He 

suggested allowing outdoor recreation in a commercial district with site plan review. 

Discussion continued on whether prohibiting a cemetery makes sense considering the 

potential for a new cemetery. RM said she wouldn’t prohibit cemeteries anywhere in the 

City. SR asked if animals are allowed to be interned in any existing cemeteries and if not, 

does the definition §208.C (2) need to be amended. Alderman Ettori asked if a pet 

cemetery could be developed on a property next to a vet. PG discussed highest and best 

use for a property in a City that has a very limited amount of real estate and perhaps 

cemeteries should be prohibited. John Ruggiero discussed the future of storied 

mausoleums and conserving land. The Commission was split on cemeteries and tabled 

the conversation until DO can weigh in.  

PG asked if the Commission had any prohibitions for general commercial. AF said the 

only uses he would prohibit are cemetery, child care facility and golf course. PG said the 

VAC, which is currently in a similar district, is fine so he would not prohibit child care 

facility. Alderman Ettori asked why anything would be prohibited in general commercial. 

AF said in the case of a golf course there is limited space for industrial uses so the zoning 

needs to protect opportunity for those uses. Andrew added that this district needs to be 

geared toward commercialized heavy uses. RM affirmed with the Commission that there 

will be no uses prohibited in general commercial.  

Andrew discussed the 3 levels of review: Permitted Use – zoning administrator may issue 

a zoning permit for the use, Site Plan Review – landowner must obtain site plan approval 

from zoning administrator or DRB under §423 before a permit can be issued, Conditional 

Use – landowner must obtain approval from the DRB under §424 before a permit can be 

issued. Discussion started with the use of bar in both the light and general commercial 

districts and which level of review it should have. Andrew explained that with permitted 

use there will be no review of certain standards such as landscaping, parking and 

coverage. PG added that unless the project crosses the threshold of major then there 

would have to be DRB review. Andrew asked if the Commission wants to continue the 

trend of site plan review for everything that is not permitted. PG said he agreed with site 

plan review whether it’s by the Zoning Administrator or DRB. RM said she is concerned 

whether we have the manpower for this amount of review and she would like to see a 

better climate for development by being simple and not complicated.  Andrew referred 

the Commission to the site plan criteria listed on page 136. Andrew said if the 

Commission decides to go with permitted that some standards could potentially still be 

reviewed for the site. AF asked if a developer is still responsible to meet all of the 



 

 

conditions of the criteria for development in addition to site plan review. Andrew said it 

will depend on how the zoning document is organized, but the City can make it that if a 

use is permitted the project must adhere to the parking standards, dimensional standards 

and setbacks unless provided otherwise. AF asked about the ramifications of a landowner 

ignoring the process. Andrew explained that if the developer does not adhere to the 

standards, the Zoning Administrator issues a zoning violation meaning the developer 

would have to correct the issue, get a permit, and if they don’t they can be fined up to an 

amount daily.  

John Ruggiero discussed the ramifications to affordable housing if landowners of 3-unit 

and 4-unit residences are required to comply with site plan review. This prompted 

discussion of including general standards to all development. PG said this issue could be 

revisited at another meeting.  

Andrew suggested making all permitted uses subject to §315 Performance Standards on 

page 89 and discussed how this could work in the zoning document. He further explained 

that there are General Standards that apply to all development regardless of use. Next 

there are Site Plan and Performance Standards which are the criteria for site plan review 

regardless of whether the review is being done by the Administrator or DRB. Lastly there 

are specific use standards that can be tacked on to the review, Planned Unit Development 

Standards and subdivision standards. He suggested taking some of the criteria out of Site 

Plan and Performance Standards and add them to General Standards, for example parking 

requirements under this section apply to all development regardless of review. This 

reorganization could loosen up some of the strict standards. The example of “bar” was 

used to demonstrate this suggestion. RM said she understood the example but for light 

and general commercial districts she would like see more permitted uses in these districts 

to encourage development in these districts. PG suggested revisiting this idea at the next 

meeting, discussing what uses could be permitted without site plan review.  

VI.      CORRESPONDENCE – None. 

 

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

meeting ended at 6:58 pm. The next regular meeting will be held May 11, 2022 in the 

Community Room of the Police Department. 

 

 

For the Commission: Barbara Spaulding, Recording Secretary 

 


