
 

 

 

 

 

Rutland City Planning Commission 

Minutes 

June 9, 2021 

 

The meeting was held by teleconference due to COVID-19 protocols.  

 

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

Dave O’Brien (DO). 

 

Also Present: Mike McClallen, Andrew Strniste, Planning and Zoning Administrator, Brandy 

Saxton, Dave Cooper, Alderman Savage, John Ruggiero and Barbara Spaulding, recording 

secretary. 

 

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

 

I. ADDITIONS/DELETIONS – RM added a status update regarding in-person meetings 

under Old Business.  

II. PUBLIC COMMENT – None. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – May 25 and May 26, 2021. 

 

DO moved to approve the minutes of May 25, 2021. RM seconded. Motion passed 

unanimously. AF moved to approve the minutes of May 26, 2021. RM seconded. Motion 

passed unanimously. 

IV. NEW BUSINESS – None. 

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

Brandy picked up the discussion with the residential districts and additional information 

was provided since the last meeting regarding some of the issues that were previously 

discussed. She added that the Gateway Discussion would follow if time allowed. Brandy 

said she also provided the web mapping application link that included the block analysis 

and then she demonstrated how to use the mapping.  

Brandy said the Commission had not resolved Question 3 regarding the minimum lot area 

per unit proposed in the R-10 district. To assist in the discussion, Brandy added two 

slides. The first depicts 4 examples of the built form in the R-10 district and the second 

includes the district statistics. AF asked Brandy to explain percentage of lot coverage as it 

relates to the four examples. Brandy said she measured how much of the lot was covered 

by impervious surface including the footprint of the building. Brandy added that lot 

coverage is one of the key metrics in terms of what the character and built-form will end 

up looking like and that there will be lower lot coverage in a denser neighborhood. DO 



 

 

said in SFR districts there would be less coverage and more greenspace. Brandy agreed 

and added that the parking requirement is actually one of the major leverages the City has 

to manage the density of conversion from a one unit to a multi-unit project. PG asked if 

there was a minimum parking standard per unit, would double-stacking be allowed in the 

driveway or would all parking be required to have access to the road. Brandy said this 

should be specified in the parking regulations. Andrew said stacking should be outlined 

in the regulations and parking spaces should be unencumbered from one another. PG said 

this is an indirect control on the number of units based on the parking. Brandy said 

parking is a fundamental component as a driver of what is possible for a piece of 

property. Andrew discussed the possibility of parking agreements.  

Brandy continued with the R-10 District statistics saying there are 559 lots at 20,000 sq. 

ft. or greater in the proposed R-10 District. She added that because of the accessory 

dwelling provision, all lots with an owner-occupied single unit on them could have a 

second unit and the City should operate with the understanding that all single units are 

allowed to have two.  

PG asked about making 3-4 units a conditional use and how would that affect things in 

practice. Brandy said there has been a change in state law on using conditional use review 

for 3 and 4 dwelling units that doesn’t allow denial based on the character of the area. 

Therefore, the criteria for conditional use leaves traffic and environmental impacts as 

reasons for denial.  Site plan review is still done for 3 and 4 dwelling units.  

Both PG and AF said they do not have issue with the dimensional standards for R-10 

district. RM said she still needs to walk the neighborhoods but does not have an issue 

right now. DO said he has concerns, as stated by Dave Cooper, that almost 50% of the 

lots in R-10 could have infill of 2 or more units. Brandy asked if the group is comfortable 

moving to take public feedback on the proposed. RM said she is willing to move forward 

despite not being comfortable.   

Brandy moved on with the proposed R-7 District analysis and discussed the side setbacks 

as being non-conforming within the district. An option to consider for houses that are not 

centered on lots, to accommodate a driveway, is to combine the side setbacks. She also 

suggested the split approach for previously developed lots and standard setbacks for 

newly developed lots. Brandy discussed the 4 as-built examples in the R-7 District, as 

well as, the proposed dimensional standards. Dave Cooper asked for clarification on the 

potential for 294 5+ units in the R-7 District. Brandy said there are 294 lots that could 

potentially take on 5+ units. Dave Cooper asked about the potential growth if all 

maximum infill potential was maxed out. Brandy said the maximum is unattainable due 

to other factors and all that is considered here is lot area. She suggested to use the 

maximum number as a sense of the policy direction and a way to compare those policy 

choices. AF added that it has been his experience that trying to expand older buildings to 

create additional units is not easy and the potential infill number is just a number that 

does not take into account the difficulties of individual sites.  RM said she was interested 

in the combined side setbacks for this district to reduce the number of non-conforming 

lots and match the built environment. Dave Cooper asked if the City adopts the concept 

of combined setbacks would that encourage people to build closer to their neighbor and 



 

 

should there be a way to differentiate between existing lots and new builds. Brandy said 

there is as mentioned and it could potentially allow for homes to be built closer to the lot 

line.   

Brandy moved on to the proposed dimensional standards for the R-5 District, the 

examples of existing lots in the district, as well as, the statistics and in-fill potential. She 

discussed some site plan issues that exist in the built district.  SR suggested also using the 

combined side setbacks formula in this district. Brandy agreed saying that a large 

percentage of City lots do not meet the side setbacks requirements. RM said the examples 

shown do not meet the minimum frontage requirements and she does not understand the 

ramifications of how many lots are non-conforming in terms of frontage. Brandy said the 

only issue with frontage setbacks is when someone wants to subdivide the lot and most of 

these lots are too small to subdivide. AF asked if any of the four examples burned down 

would the owner be required to adhere to the proposed setbacks. Brandy said in the case 

of a fire, the owner would be allowed to rebuild in the previous footprint. Dave Cooper 

asked if it there is a rationale for imposing frontage that a lot of properties don’t meet, 

should the frontage be reduced. Brandy said that would not have much impact in these 

older neighborhoods because it mainly relates to subdivisions.   

Brandy said the big policy decision before the group is whether to allow multi-unit 

housing in all districts. DO spoke against allowing multi-unit housing in all districts. He 

is in favor of a portion of the City being reserved for SFR adding that there appears to be 

plenty of multi-unit housing available in other districts of the City. Brandy asked if he 

was discussing just the R-10 district or more. DO proposes at least R-10 and possibly R-7 

but would like to go back and look at the maps. PG asked whether DO was looking to 

preserve green space or exclude a second living unit on any lot. DO said both in order to 

protect the character of these neighborhoods by discouraging the potential turnover of 

tenants. SR argued against this proposal. As a resident in the proposed R-5 district she 

said it implies that her district does not have a residential feel and multi-units shouldn’t 

be considered as negative. She added that the proposal would force additional multi-unit 

development in the other residential districts where maintaining the character of the 

existing single-family homes is also desired. AF agreed with SR and discussed the rental 

units on his street that do not detract from the neighborhood community. RM said she is 

sympathetic to DO’s concerns but she would argue that while a renter there was nothing 

suitable and it was difficult to find apartments. She added that site plan review of 

greenspace, parking and etc. for multi-units would encourage more suitable housing for 

young professionals, students and seniors. Brandy suggested that DO separate the 

occupancy from the structural part of the question because there could be owner-occupied 

rental or renter occupied. She added that zoning has to be blind to the question of who 

resides at the residence.  

RM asked what is likely to be developed if multi-unit housing is allowed in all the 

districts. Brandy said the zoning district boundaries have not changed much over time but 

that there has been changes to what has been allowed inside the districts from a use 

perspective. PG said from his experience with developers, there have been either a large 

lot with many units proposed which pays for itself; or an accessory dwelling unit addition 

over a garage. He has not received calls that someone wants to convert their single-family 



 

 

home into 3-4 units because it does not pay for itself. PG said he does not believe that 

would be likely. 

Brandy moved the discussion to proposed uses for the three residential districts starting 

with the use table. The breakout of both residential and non-residential uses for each 

district was provided. DO asked about allowing dormitory in the R-10 district. Brandy 

said dormitory is an umbrella term for congregate living and several currently exist in the 

City as a conditional use. PG suggested that an office, neighborhood retail and restaurant 

uses should not be prohibited and instead should be conditional uses. Brandy agreed with 

restaurant use due to the impact to a neighborhood that could be dealt with through site 

plan review. RM anticipates getting negative feedback regarding rooming and boarding 

house use permitted in R-10 district. Brandy said technically, under VT law, if you have a 

housemate that is considered operation of a rooming and boarding house. She suggested 

considering number of rooms permitted but as a conditional use it would need to tie back 

to impacts like traffic. 

PG suggested adding the non-residential uses from the other districts to R-5 as 

conditional not permitted. AF and RM agreed. DO said he is concerned with the list of 

uses in R-10 district. Brandy suggested looking at the table form of uses and think 

through those and identify those that are not a good fit, compatible and makes sense. 

Brandy provided a link to the zoning comparison map, like the block analysis, and 

demonstrated how it can be used. She suggested that the group view the differences 

before the next meeting. The Architectural Overlay district is also available from the 

maps. Brandy said she will pick up with the Gateway Districts at the next meeting. 

In-person Meeting. 

RM reported that she had discussed the possibility of hosting a hybrid meeting at the 

VISION conference room. If she can schedule an appropriate space with the necessary 

technology, would the group be willing to try a hybrid meeting. There was a consensus of 

the Planning Commission to proceed with the hybrid meeting if possible. 

VI.       ADJOURN – DO moved to adjourn. Motion passed unanimously. The meeting ended at  

      7:23 pm. The next meeting will be held June 23, 2021. 

 

For the Commission: Barbara Spaulding, Recording Secretary 


