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Gateways to Downtown

The City of Rutland possesses many fine qualities: a 
historic downtown, destination retail stores, a thriving 
art and culinary scene, and numerous festivals. 
Despite all that it has to offer, however, Rutland has 
yet to reach its full potential as a thriving urban 
center. With a visual character that typifies much 
post-war strip development, Route 7 and portions of 
the gateway areas identified in this study have done 
little to suggest what the downtown has to offer and 
encourage visitation. The approaches at Strongs 
Avenue and lower West Street in particular suffer 
from an appearance of neglect, with some poorly 
maintained buildings or vacant lots, an excess of 
asphalt, and a lack of streetscape amenities. The 
impression made on drivers at these key gateway 
corridors is of crucial importance. 

The Rutland Downtown Gateway Plan provides a vision 
for possible future gateway enhancements related to 
land use, streetscape, redevelopment sites, traffic and 
identity. This study aims to examine the underlying 
issues while proposing creative recommendations to 
improve both aesthetics and safety/functionality. This 
is a tremendous opportunity for the city to continue to 
build on the success of downtown development efforts 
to date, and revitalized gateways have the potential 
to shape a positive arrival experience for customers, 
visitors, businesspeople and residents alike. Boosting 
the economic vitality of both the gateway areas and 
the downtown is one of the primary goals of all the 
recommendations contained within this report.  

“An entrance corridor that 
heralds the approach of a new 
landscape and defines the 
arrival point as a destination. 
The goal of gateway planning 
is to arrange this landscape so 
that it rewards the viewer with 
a sense of arrival and a positive 
image of the place.” 

“Gateway” as defined by Michael Barrett in 
“Planning Basics for Gateway Design,” Zoning 
News (December 1994)

P R O J E C T  N E E D

Strongs Avenue Gateway

Downtown Rutland
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Strongs Avenue

Rt. 4 / West Street - Heading West 

Rt. 4 / West Street - Heading East
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P R O J E C T  N E E D

A 1913 fully restored Rutland Railroad passenger coach 
serves as a striking new gateway element for the 
western approach to the downtown.

“The next generation of growth took 
place along Routes 4 and 7, the areas 
now called the gateways. This growth 
continues, and planning for it poses one 
of the major planning challenges facing 
the City. This pattern corresponds 
more to the 1950’s suburban style: less 
compact commercial development 
designed for automobile as well as 
pedestrian access, single use areas 
that further separate residential areas 
from employment centers, a lack of 
public open space and poorly defined 
boundaries separating uses.”

(p. 20 of Rutland City Master Plan)

  “Upper” West Street Gateway Area

  “Lower” West Street Gateway Area

  Strongs Avenue Gateway Area
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Strongs Avenue Gateway 

LAND USE
As the major connector roadway to the downtown for 
visitors approaching from the south, this segment of 
Strongs Avenue currently makes a poor first impression 
of Rutland. From a land use perspective, it shares some 
character traits with the commercial strips along Route 
7, in that much of the existing development does not 
respond to traditional settlement patterns. Large 
expanses of asphalt paving in front of buildings, a 
general lack of landscaping, and a lack of architectural 
and sign design standards are a few of the issues that 
plague this area. In addition, there are a number of 
properties in need of improved upkeep. 

See Land Use Analysis: Issues and Opportunities for 
additional analysis. 

STREETSCAPE 
This section of Strongs Avenue carries an annual 
average daily traffic (AADT) of 9,800 vehicles.  
Stretches of the current roadway are wider than 
required for the number of travel lanes, with very 
few street trees. In many locations, curb cuts are also 
excessive in width, which presents safety risks for 
vehicular/pedestrian traffic, and the excess of paving 
is aesthetically undesirable. Sidewalks are in poor 
condition in some locations, and there are critical 
gaps in the pedestrian network. Some basic safety 
measures, such as a pedestrian signal for the crosswalk 
across Strongs Avenue at the intersection with Route 
7, are absent, and there are no crosswalks whatsoever 
across Route 7.  Overhead utility lines contribute to 
visual clutter in the corridor. There are no streetscape 
elements such as street trees or street lights to unify 
this area aesthetically or announce the gateway, and the 
transition to the more refined downtown area is abrupt. 

See Streetscape Analysis: Issues and Opportunities for 
additional analysis. 

FIGURE 1: STRONGS AVENUE GATEWAY - SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS
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3.0   STRONGS AVENUE GATEWAY 

The Strongs Avenue segment of roadway is the major connector roadway between 
downtown Rutland and points to the south. This section of Strongs Avenue carries an 
annual average daily traffic (AADT) of 9,800 vehicles.  

The figure below presents a summary of key findings related to pedestrian, vehicular, 
and cyclist infrastructure.  

FIGURE 4: STRONGS AVENUE GATEWAY- SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

 
  

Pedestrian Infrastructure
Item Details
Sidewalk Coverage Fair Full coverage along eastern edge, incomplete coverage along western edge
Sidewalk Condition Fair Periodic cracking and uneven surfaces
Curbing Coverage Fair Similar to sidewalk coverage
Crosswalk Coverage Poor Crossing at Howe Center not handicap accessible

Vehicular Infrastructure
Item Details
Average daily traffic Approximately 10,000 vehicles per day
Speed Limit Good 30 mph; Appropriate for downtown gateway setting
Roadway Width Poor Lanes overly wide (18-23') where turn lanes are not present
On-Street Parking Limited Occasional On-street parking; not delineated
Safety Poor VTrans designated High Crash Location

Cyclist Infrastructure
Item Details
Shoulder Width Poor No striped shoulder
Available Roadway Width Good Adequate width for the striping of bike lanes
Potential Connections Good Connect Downtown and Whites Playground

Access Point Density Poor 65 access points/driveways per mile; additionally many access points are 
excessively wide

Speed Limit Good 30 mph; Appropriate for cycling use

Condition

Condition

Condition

P R O J E C T  N E E D 
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Upper West Street Gateway

LAND USE
The Upper West Street Gateway is a major entrance 
point to downtown Rutland for travelers from points 
north along US 7 and east along US 4. Overall this 
gateway area is the most aesthetically pleasing of 
the three, as there are more trees and more intact 
historic buildings. There is a mix of land uses present, 
including residential, commercial, and institutional. 
Many of the businesses operating here are located in 
adapted residential buildings, which helps this corridor 
to maintain a desirable character and scale. There are 
some weak links, however, in what is otherwise a very 
pleasant entrance approach to the downtown. The gas 
station at the corner of West Street and Route 7, with its 
expansive asphalt paving and large-scale pump shelter, 
does not relate in any way to the historic character of 
the area. The same could be said of the adjacent Rite 
Aid, which is sorely lacking in contextually appropriate 
design. Luckily, a town green is located opposite these 
businesses, helping to provide a necessary balance 
of green space. For the most part properties here are 
well maintained, but at least one residential property 
appears blighted. The recently constructed Community 
College of Vermont (CCV) building at the downtown 
end of the gateway area is nicely integrated into the 
urban fabric and suggests that investment is being 
channeled here.  

See Land Use Analysis: Issues and Opportunities for 
additional analysis. 

STREETSCAPE
This gateway carries a relatively high volume of traffic 
(approximately 12,000 vehicles per day). Striking the 
proper balance between vehicle, pedestrian, and cyclist 
accommodations is an important consideration for this 

corridor. The lower section of this gateway area suffers 
from the same issue found elsewhere; it is wider than 
necessary for the number of travel lanes. Although 
there are some green strips present, they could be much 
wider to provide a more robust planting zone for larger 
and healthier street trees. Sidewalk and curb conditions 
vary, but there are no major gaps in the pedestrian 
network. Infrastructure such as overhead utility lines 
and a communications tower, which is out of scale with 
its environment, detract from the overall aesthetic. 

See Streetscape Analysis: Issues and Opportunities for 
additional analysis. 
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FIGURE 2: UPPER WEST STREET GATEWAY- SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

 
Based on this assessment we developed the following preliminary list of recommended 
improvements for the Upper West Street Gateway. 

- Consider reallocation of roadway width 
o Stripe edge of traveled way to indicate 11 foot lane widths; and/or stripe 

on-street parking 
o Bring in the curb line; thus increasing the green space between the 

sidewalk and paved roadway 
- Delineate sidewalk adjacent to Mobil and Rite Aid accesses near intersection with 

US 7 with concrete sidewalk flush with driveways. Additionally, tighten up 
driveway widths to no more than 40 foot widths for commercial driveways.  

- Repair sidewalk segments with significant cracking or uneven surfaces 

  

Pedestrian Infrastructure
Item Details
Sidewalk Coverage Excellent Full length sidewalk on both sides of street
Sidewalk Condition Fair Periodic cracking and uneven surfaces
Curbing Coverage Good Grass buffer between roadway & sidewalk where curbing is not present
Crosswalk Coverage Good 1,100 foot gap between Wales St & Court Sq. crossings

Vehicular Infrastructure
Item Details
Average daily traffic Approximately 12,000 vehicles per day
Speed Limit Good 30 mph; appropriate for downtown gateway setting
Roadway Width Poor Lanes overly wide (20') where turn lanes are not present
On-Street Parking None No on-street parking; parking could calm speeds
Safety Poor VTrans designated High Crash Location

Cyclist Infrastructure
Item Details
Shoulder Width Poor No striped shoulder
Available Roadway Width Fair Adequate width between Wales Street & Lincoln Avenue for bike facilities
Potential Connections Good Connect US 7, Downtown and Rutland Creek Path
Access Point Density Fair 43 access points/driveways per mile
Speed Limit Good 30 mph; appropriate for cycling use

Condition

Condition

Condition

P R O J E C T  N E E D

FIGURE 2: UPPER WEST STREET GATEWAY - SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS
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Lower West Street Gateway

LAND USE
Beginning at the East Creek Bridge, the lower West 
Street/Route 4 gateway area is one of the primary 
roads entering Rutland’s downtown from the west. 
The character of this approach is quite different from 
the downtown core, with a fairly low-density land use 
pattern and a mix of land use types- including industrial, 
residential, and commercial. The railroad crosses West 
Street adjacent to the Vermont Food Center, where 
a lot of energy has transformed an old industrial 
space into a new hub for local agriculture. The winter 
farmer’s market is held here. A restored historic railcar 
was located next to the Food Center in 2013, serving 
as a reminder of Rutland’s past and reflecting the 
importance of rail in its future, with Rutland still serving 
as a major switching yard for the state. Also in this area, 
the recent Baxter Street Alley renovation created a safer 
and more pleasant passageway to the Food Center from 
local neighborhoods, and a demonstration garden was 
subsequently installed to model sustainable gardening 
practices for the public. Across the road, another old 
industrial building was also recently renovated to 
house the Veteran Administration’s local office. 

Properties along other stretches of lower West Street 
lack this level of reinvestment, however, and some 
appear blighted. There are multiple vacant lots, some 
of which contain remnants of their former buildings, 
and temporary chain link fencing around some of 
these properties does not present a refined aesthetic 
appropriate for a gateway area.  The same can be 
said of other locations where chain link fences are 
intended to be permanent, including the cemetery. In 
terms of land use, the used car dealership is, by its very 
nature, one that has negative aesthetic impacts. The 
appropriateness of land uses such as this in gateway 
areas should be closely reconsidered in future planning 
endeavors. 

See Land Use Analysis: Issues and Opportunities for 
additional analysis. 

STREETSCAPE
The Lower West Street Gateway segment of roadway is 
a key connector roadway between downtown Rutland 
and points to the west. Due to alternative routes from 
the west to downtown Rutland, however, this segment 
carries a lower volume of traffic than Upper West Street 
(approximately 9,000 vehicles per day). Much of lower 
West Street is wider than necessary for the number of 
travel lanes, which represents a missed opportunity for 
additional green space. There is no bicycle infrastructure, 
despite the fact that this is part of a designated city bike 
route and connection point for the multi-use Creek 
Path. Much of the sidewalks and curbs are in poor 
condition, and there are gaps in the pedestrian network. 
Crosswalks are missing in key locations, which has 
become a more pressing issue since the winter farmer’s 
market was relocated to the Food Center. There are no 
consistent streetscape elements such as street trees 
or street lights to create aesthetic unity, and overhead 
utility poles add to visual clutter. 

See Streetscape Analysis: Issues and Opportunities for 
additional analysis. 
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2.0   LOWER WEST STREET GATEWAY 

The Lower West Street Gateway segment of roadway is a key connector roadway between 
downtown Rutland and points to the west. Due to alternative routes from the west to 
downtown Rutland, this segment carries a lower volume of traffic than Upper West 
Street (approximately 9,000 vehicles per day).  

The figure below presents a summary of key findings related to pedestrian, vehicular, 
and cyclist infrastructure.  

FIGURE 3: LOWER WEST STREET GATEWAY- SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

 
  

Pedestrian Infrastructure
Item Details
Sidewalk Coverage Poor Missing connections; sidewalk ends without a crosswalk/handicap ramp
Sidewalk Condition Poor With the exception of within the vicinity of the Department of Veteran Affairs
Curbing Coverage Fair Grass buffer between roadway & sidewalk where curbing is not present
Crosswalk Coverage Poor No West Street crossings west of Pine St, even where sidewalks end

Vehicular Infrastructure
Item Details
Average daily traffic Approximately 9,000 vehicles per day

Speed Limit Good 30 mph; appropriate for downtown gateway setting (No speed limit signs 
within study area)

Roadway Width Fair Lanes overly wide (18') between Meadow St & RR crossing
On-Street Parking Limited Only in the vicinity of Pine St
Safety Good Not a VTrans designated High Crash Location

Cyclist Infrastructure
Item Details
Shoulder Width Poor No striped shoulder
Available Roadway Width Fair Insufficient roadway width on East Creek brdige
Potential Connections Good Connect Downtown and Rutland Creek Path
Access Point Density Fair 37 access points/driveways per mile
Speed Limit Good 30 mph; appropriate for cycling use

Condition

Condition

Condition

P R O J E C T  N E E D

FIGURE 3: LOWER WEST STREET GATEWAY - SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS
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P U B L I C  P R O C E S S

R u t l a n d  G at e ways  S ta k e h o l d e r  W o r ks h o p : 
SUMMARY & WORKSHOP NOTES

(Workshop held 6/5/14 at 10 am, follow-up meeting held 
7/1/14 at 9:30 am)

SUMMARY

The stakeholder workshop for the Rutland Gateway 
project was the first step in the public process necessary 
to inform and engage stakeholders and citizens in the 
planning and design effort. The workshop was held, 
fittingly, at the Howe Center’s Franklin Conference facility, 
which is located in the project area. Twelve individuals, 
including City representatives and project consultants, 
participated in the session. The session began with an 
overview presentation of the project purpose, goals and 
existing conditions, and then the attendees participated 
in a discussion regarding the project elements and 
challenges. The accompanying notes provide a record of 
the comments, ideas and issues discussed.

The five overarching issues or recommendations that 
emerged from the session to guide the next steps of 
project development:

1. The need to address derelict, aesthetically 
challenged or vacant properties and how they are 
being currently managed.

2. The importance of engaging individual property 
owners to participate in this process and their 
essential role in addressing issues with their own 
properties as well as to be “part of the whole” for 
improving project area conditions.

3. The desire to build on city successes, current initiatives 
(such as those being proposed and implemented by 
GMP) and the assets (Gill’s, Howe Center, Farmer’s 
Market/Food Center, “Solar City” etc.) of the areas. 
The city benefits from a rich history, mountain 

views, surrounding landscape and recreational 
opportunities, along with a strong workforce.

4. Connectivity via good sidewalks and functional 
streetscapes, with overall beautification, visual 
enhancements, street and pedestrian improvements. 
Connecting with the recreation path systems was 
also identified as a desirable outcome.

5. Marketing and public private partnerships for 
initiatives and economic development was also an 
important consideration as there are a number of 
opportunities for infill, re-use and redevelopment 
of existing sites, particularly in the Strongs Avenue 
and West Avenue area to the west of the downtown.

These ideas and considerations will directly inform the 
next phase of the project, which is to develop strategies 
for enhancing the economics and functionality of 
the areas and design recommendations for specific 
physical improvements.

ADDITIONAL STAKEHOLDER MEETING

In order to gain the insights of local stakeholders who 
missed the first workshop, an additional meeting was 
set up on July 1 at the Rutland Regional Chamber of 
Commerce. Greg Cox from the Farmer’s Food Market 
and Howe Center owners/managers Joe and Peter 
Giancola met with the planning team to share their 
insights and discuss the Gateway project elements. 
The need for public/private partnering and investment 
was an overarching theme to the discussions. Several 
takeaways emerged from this meeting including:

1. The potential growth and expansion of the Farmer’s 
Food Center as a complex providing an array of 
options and activities related to food, agriculture 
and value added products and activities. 

2. The need to address landscaping, lighting and 
pedestrian access along West Street at the western 
gateway area and in the vicinity of the Farmer’s 
Food Center - and how best to provide access and 
information related to the rail car placed on the 
Food Center site.

3. Pedestrian connectivity on a larger scale was also 
discussed - connecting the East Creek pathway 
with the other routes and links in and around the 
downtown, such as the Spruce Street pathway.

4. Discussion also centered on how best to manage the 
historic cemetery and recognize its historic value.

5. On Strong’s Avenue the concerns continue to 
center around vacant properties and their re-use 
or redevelopment. The extension of streetscape 
elements and treatments was reiterated as a high 
priority to help elevate the visual quality of the street. 

6. Signing and gateway marking was also identified as 
a need and there is the intent to place a gateway sign 
or additional directional guidance from Main Street 
heading northbound.

STAKEHOLDER workshop
R U T L A N D  G AT E WAY  P L A N
We really need your help and input! You are invited to join us in a discussion 
regarding the future of the “gateway corridors” into downtown Rutland. 

Funding for the project is provided through a State of Vermont Agency of Commerce and 
Community Development Municipal Planning Grant, Rutland Redevelopment Authority 

Rutland Regional Planning Commission, and Downtown Rutland Partnership.

Project Description:
The City of Rutland has retained the services of LandWorks (Landscape 
Architects and Planners) and Resource Systems Group (Traffic Engineers) 
to develop a Downtown Gateway Plan. The Plan will provide a vision for 
possible future gateway enhancements related to land use, streetscape, 
redevelopment sites, traffic, aesthetics and identity. The overall goal is to 
stimulate economic development of the city while enhancing the functional 
characteristics, vitality and aesthetic appeal of these corrIdors to residents 
and visitors alike. Incorporating insights from local business people and 
stakeholders will be crucial to the success of the project.

STRONGS AVE
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 7

WEST ST

Snacks and refreshments will be provided

WHEN: June 5, 10AM

WHERE: Franklin Conference 
Center at the Howe Center

Gateway CORRIDORS
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STREETSCAPE RECOMMENDATIONS

Strengthen City’s Identity

Visually announcing the approach to the downtown 
and creating a “sense of place” is one of the primary 
goals of this project. The introduction of pedestrian-
scale gateway structures with banners and colorful 
planting treatments is proposed for key road crossings, 
as depicted in the plans. Larger gateway structures are 
proposed at the beginning of each gateway area, in 
order to more effectively attract the attention of drivers 
on busy roads. With a structure design that captures 
elements of both Rutland’s history and present/future 
aspirations, these gateway elements would bring 
an elevated sense of design to these corridors while 
strengthening the city’s identity. 

See Streetscape Analysis: Issues and Opportunities 
for detailed streetscape recommendations for each 
gateway area.

See Conceptual Streetscape Plans for physical 
translation of streetscape recommendations for each 
gateway area. 

CONCEPT: The form of the train tracks references Rutland’s history, as does the marble base. Vertically oriented, the train tracks become a ladder (with a 

contemporary form), suggesting hope for a better future. The ladder could also serves as a trellis to support the growth of vines, which symbolize Rutland’s 

burgeoning agricultural community. Complete with banners bearing the City’s logo, these structures would be eye-catching sculptural features, marking the 

transition to the downtown with a fresh identity for the City.

T H E  R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S

GATEWAY S TRUC TURE CONCEP T 
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T H E  R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S

Less Paving, More Green

The primary goal of the streetscape enhancements is 
to eliminate unnecessary paving where possible, while 
creating green space in its place. Within the added 
green space, street trees would provide a softening of the 
commercial character, while helping to unify the area 
aesthetically. Opportunities for green infrastructure, 
such as bioswales to convey/treat stormwater runoff, 
could also be created in some locations. Curb cuts 
should be narrowed to standard widths to minimize 
unnecessary paving, while parking and service areas 
should be screened with plantings where feasible. 

Upper West Street Gateway: Existing Conditions

Upper West Street Gateway: Visual Simulation of Potential Enhancements (widened green strips, street trees, crosswalk with gateway structure 
and plantings)
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Improve Connectivity

Connectivity between the gateways areas, adjacent 
neighborhoods, the downtown, and key destinations 
is crucial. As such, gaps in the pedestrian network 
should be filled with new sidewalks, and stretches 
of sidewalk in serious disrepair should be replaced 
(see DPW sidewalk inventory map for reference). In 
order to improve vehicular/cyclist/pedestrian safety, 
delineation of travel lanes, shoulders, and parking 
spaces should be improved with new striping. New 
crosswalks should be installed in locations where they 
can safely accommodate logical pedestrian crossing 
points. Crosswalks present an opportunity to heighten 
driver awareness with gateway treatments. Bicycle 
infrastructure, such as bike lanes, should be provided 
where it makes sense and can be safely integrated. All 
of the streetscape recommendations would have the 
added benefit of traffic calming.

T H E  R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S

Lower West Street Gateway: Existing Conditions

Lower West Street Gateway: Visual Simulation of Potential Enhancements (new sidewalk along cemetery, widened green 
strips, street trees, bike lanes, crosswalk with gateway structures and plantings)
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BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE

Strongs Avenue

Three-foot wide shoulders have been shown on the 
plan where dimensionally feasible to provide some 
space for bicyclists, but dedicated bike lanes are not 
recommended for a number of reasons:

1. They are not dimensionally feasible at the east end 
of the road, where four traffic lanes are present.

2. There are many curb cuts and relatively high traffic 
volumes. 

3. Madison Street is a safer alternative connection 
between the newly constructed multi-use path on 
Route 7 and the downtown.

Upper West Street

Five-foot wide shoulders have been shown on the plan 
for the proposed reconstructed portion of Upper West 
Street in order to provide some space for bicyclists, 
but dedicated bike lanes are not recommended for a 
number of reasons:

1. They are not dimensionally feasible east of 
Lincoln Ave.

2. There are many curb cuts and high traffic volumes. 

3. The road has a steep grade, making it less desirable 
as a bike route for most cyclists.

4. Alternative bike routes with less traffic are 
available, including a connection north on Church 
Street to Williams Street, and on Lincoln Ave. 
The aforementioned Madison Street connection 
via Merchants Row would provide a connection 
to the south. 

Lower West Street

With a connection to the Rutland Creek Path at the 
western end of this gateway area, providing a safe 
bicycle connection to the downtown is very important 
here. “Sharrows” have been shown on the plan for the 
western end of Lower West Street, where full bike lanes 
are not dimensionally feasible. For the remainder of the 
road, full five-foot wide bike lanes are provided. 

T H E  R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S

Strava ‘heatmap’ depicting pattern of bike use amongst Strava users in City of Rutland

“Sharrows”  or shared-lane markings
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Conceptual Streetscape Plans & Sections

Based on the preceding analysis, the following conceptual streetscape plans were prepared to depict potential 
enhancements within each gateway area. Although recommended, new street lights and burying of overhead utilities 
are not depicted in the plans due to the high level of investment required. The plans were developed based on the 
available base information and should be considered conceptual; designs will be refined in future design/engineering 
phases with the aid of detailed site surveys and additional review and input from affected business owners regarding 
items such as on-street parking counts, curb cut locations, ROW issues, etc. A typical section through a crosswalk was 
developed for each gateway area, and the section locations are depicted in the plans.  
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Refine the Visual Character

Burying overhead utility lines would greatly enhance the 
look and feel of the gateways by reducing visual clutter 
and allowing space for taller street trees and street 
lights, but the expense is significant. New ornamental 
street lights would greatly assist with creating aesthetic 
unity, while also improving nighttime safety, but they 
are considered a lower-priority recommendation due 
to the large expense involved. Less costly upgrades of 
other utilitarian elements to more refined alternatives, 
such as replacing chain-link fences with black 
ornamental ones, are highly recommended. 

T H E  R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S

Ornamental steel security fence option

POTENTIAL STREET LIGHT UPGRADES

Street light located at edge of downtown

POTENTIAL FENCE UPGRADES

Ornamental steel fence optionApplication of downtown street light in 
gateway area

Ornamental steel fence option
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REDEVELOPMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Strongs Avenue Gateway

A portion of Prospect Street between Madison Street 
and Strongs Avenue could be closed to traffic in order 
to expand green space for the adjacent Justin Thomas 
Memorial Park. By creating a loop road off of Strongs 
Avenue, a more efficient parking configuration to 
serve local businesses could be established around a 
“green triangle”, while vehicular access to residential 
driveways is maintained. In conjunction with these 
improvements, the historic building at the corner of 
Madison and Strongs would benefit from renovation/
redevelopment, as the aesthetic qualities of its 
remnant historic façade are overshadowed by more 
recent construction and façade treatments. All of the 
recommended enhancements for this area would 
greatly improve the visual character, which is so 
important for this threshold to the downtown. 

The Vermont Railways complex has the appearance of 
an aging compound of industrial buildings. Relatively 
simple upgrades such as replacing the existing chain-
link and barbed wire fence that surrounds the property 
with an ornamental steel security fence and hedges 
would greatly improve aesthetics. Repainting the blue 
buildings with a more contextually appropriate neutral 
color would also help to make this development recede 
in the visitor’s perception, while general upkeep such as 
weed control at the property edge, is also greatly needed. 

See Land Use Analysis: Issues and Opportunities for 
additional suggestions regarding redevelopment/land 
use opportunities. 

See Conceptual Streetscape Plans: Strongs Avenue for 
plan view of redevelopment concept.

T H E  R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S

Strongs Avenue Gateway: Existing Conditions

Strongs Avenue Gateway: Visual Simulation of Potential Enhancements (screening of utilitarian areas, repainting/reconstruction, expanded green space, etc.)
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Upper West Street Gateway

Aside from some recommended building renovations, 
no significant redevelopment opportunities were 
identified for Upper West Street. 

See Land Use Analysis: Issues and Opportunities for 
additional suggestions regarding redevelopment/land 
use opportunities. 

Lower West Street Gateway

The vacant lots within this gateway can appear as 
gaps in the urban fabric, and they represent exciting 
opportunities for infill and potential open space. The 
vacant parcels adjacent to the redeveloped Department 
of Veteran’s Affairs building have long been the 
subject of potential redevelopment exploration. 
Recent proposals have included extensive new campus 
plans for Green Mountain Power and Community 
College of Vermont (CCV), but locations within the 
downtown proper were selected instead. The following 
Conceptual Redevelopment Plan envisions a possible 
redevelopment layout (use undetermined), with infill 
and reconfigured road connections depicted. Building 
upon the redevelopment activities at the Vermont Food 
Center with additional building renovations is also 
recommended and likely to occur. 

Possibilities for additional open space should be 
explored. The former Hour Mart site, for example, 
has been proposed as an artful solar demonstration 
space by Green Mountain Power. Such a project could 
present an opportunity to reinforce Rutland as the 
“Solar Capital of New England,” and other previous 
proposals, such as sculptures, banners, and plantings 
are also potentially viable if appropriately executed. 
Any gateway treatment for this space should relate to 
gateway designs to be applied to all the gateway areas. 

Parcels that front both West Street and the East Creek 
represent opportunities for new park space, and they 
are conveniently located along the new Rutland Creek 
Path.  The existing cemetery does not currently allow 
pedestrian access from West Street, but this prohibition 
should be reconsidered. 

See Land Use Analysis: Issues and Opportunities for 
additional suggestions regarding redevelopment/land 
use opportunities. 

T H E  R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S
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  Key Redevelopment Considerations:

1. Development should be in keeping with the character of other buildings at the historic downtown edge, in 
terms of setbacks, scale, massing, and materials.

2. Parking should be located to the rear if possible.

3. Closure of the Forest Street/West Street intersection should be considered for vehicular/bicyclist/pedestrian 
safety reasons, with the possibility of creating an alternate vehicular connection (new ROW required).

4. Development should be pedestrian-friendly with ample connections to surrounding areas.

5. Opportunities for mixed-use development should be considered, and local businesses and/or institutions are 
preferred over chain stores.
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LAND USE CONTEXT

The Rutland Gateways study area is densely settled 
with a great mix of uses, including industrial, 
commercial, civic and residential.  The layout and 
design of these land uses significantly affects the 
visual quality of the area.  Buildings set far apart with 
vast parking lots deter walking; wide, open streets with 
multiple lanes often lack sidewalks or are unfriendly 
to pedestrians; roads designed primarily for the 
mobility of cars discourage bicycle use; multiple road 
accesses exasperate road congestion and degrade 
visual qualities; inconsistent setbacks, building size, 
and height erode traditional building patterns; lack 
of trees, vegetation and other streetscape amenities 
detract from the appeal and vibrancy of an otherwise 
historic downtown. Reviewing the land use policies 
contained within relevant municipal documents that 
have an effect on the character of development in the 
gateway areas, in particular the City Master Plan and 
Zoning Bylaws, is recommended. 
 
The gateway areas encompass seven zoning districts 
as delineated in the City of Rutland Zoning Bylaws: 
Courthouse District (CH), Downtown Business District 
(DB), Gateway Business District-State & West Streets 
(GB-SWS), GB-47, Gateway Business District-South 
Main Street (GB-SMS), Industrial (I), Main Street Park 
District (MSP). 1

1 Note that Zoning District names changed between the 
period of the most recent adoption of the City’s Zoning 
Bylaws in December 2010 and the creation of the 2014 
City Master Plan.

GENERAL LAND USE RECOMMENDATIONS

As a starting point, the City should adopt this study by 
reference in its Master Plan and/or Zoning Bylaw until 
such time it is feasible to do the research, review, analysis, 
and public involvement necessary to incorporate the 
recommendations provided herein. This can be done 
through an amendment, which, by general rule, can be 
adopted by a majority of the members of the legislative 
body. 24 V.S.A. § 4442(c)(1).  

Any combination of the following initiatives could also 
be implemented to provide the maximum benefit for 
enhancing the aesthetic and functional attributes of 
the Gateway areas:

Master Plan Recommendations:

1. Incorporate a long-term road improvement 
program to account for potential impacts from 
development and redevelopment, and identify key 
intersections and/or parcels requiring upgrade or 
that would benefit from traffic calming measures 
or streetscape enhancements.  Reference this study 
as a starting point.  Incorporate enhancements 
to these areas into a capital improvement plan or 
capital expenditures.

2. Adopt an official map to help plan and budget 
for existing and future uses in the Gateway areas, 
including roads, sidewalks, street trees, recreation 
paths, rights-of-way, parking areas, transit stops, 
open space, etc.  If a development is proposed in 
one of the Gateway areas identified on the official 
map, then it would be subject to site plan and/or 
conditional use review.

3. Identify in the Master Plan key locations in the 
Gateway areas that would benefit from traffic 
calming measures, streetscape enhancement, 

T H E  R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S
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redevelopment, infill, etc.  Reference this study 
as a starting point.  Develop and implement an 
enhancement plan for these areas (based on initial 
recommendations in this study).  Require site plan 
and/or conditional use review for these locations.

4. Develop a vision for underutilized properties/
vacant buildings.  Include a section on infill 
development/redevelopment.  Promote the reuse/
rehabilitation of buildings over new development.

Zoning Bylaw Recommendations:

1. Adopt the new zoning districts identified and 
defined in the Master Plan. 

2. Delineate a Downtown Gateway Overlay district 
to include the 3 focus areas from this study (do 
not include all of the underlying districts that 
the areas are in). Develop clear, distinct, and 
illustrated design review standards or guidelines, 
which include specific measures that maintain and 
enhance the visual and historic character of the 
area.  This would include detailed initiatives for site 
development (lot layout, setbacks), architecture 
(materials, mass, form, scale, roof design, etc.), 
signs, landscaping (plantings, street trees, green 
spaces), parking (at side or rear of building, “right 
sized parking”), access (minimum curb cuts, 
shared access) and overall circulation (sidewalks, 
street furniture).  Design review is most effective 
when it is coupled with carefully developed public 
strategies to invest in improvement to streets 
and sidewalks, public parks and plazas, and civic 
facilities and transit.

3. Consider adopting form-based codes, particularly 
for the downtown gateway areas.  This will ensure 
that any project, regardless of use, will meet certain 
standards like massing, materials, pedestrian 
amenities, landscaping, etc.

4. Require site plan review for any project that lies 
within the Gateway areas, which assures that, in 
addition to health and safety issues, proposed 
structures, landscaping, and site work are well-
integrated into the context of the neighborhood 
and the unique characteristics of the site itself. 

5. Restrict the number of curb cuts per parcel to 
one, or none if alternative access exists through 
a secondary road or a shared driveway.  Or, 
restrict curb cuts to one per X feet of road (to be 
determined) in specific districts, or by specific 
uses.  Limit the width of curb cuts and encourage 
or require streetscape landscaping or amenities.

6. Develop a coordinated sign ordinance so that signs 
complement the character of the area.  

7. Require buildings to front on the road to create a 
pedestrian friendly environment.  Setbacks should 
be based on distances that are in context with the 
historic character of the area.

8. Include standards for subdivisions and PUD’s that 
encourage or require pedestrian amenities such 
as the installation of sidewalks or paths that link 
adjoining parcels or the existing or proposed multi-
modal transportation network.

9. Secure a bond or other surety agreement with 
developers to ensure that required improvements 
are installed (e.g. street trees).

10. Implement an impact fee ordinance to cover capital 
expenditures imposed by new development.  Bear 
in mind that impact fees are intended to pay for 
the provision of new facilities and the expansion 
of existing facilities, not for the maintenance of 
existing facilities, and require that there be a capital 
budget and a multiyear capital improvements 
program.  Any impact fee ordinance developed 

should consider certain waivers or exemptions, 
such as for affordable housing projects, storage 
sheds, or other accessory dwelling units. 

11. In conditional use and/or site plan review, require 
developers to submit visual impact, traffic impact 
and other related analyses (i.e. land use, economic) 
to help evaluate potential impacts that may result 
from new development.

12. Further develop the standards and guidelines 
outlined in the Design Control Districts that offer 
detailed information regarding landscaping, siting, 
signs, pedestrian amenities, etc.

13. Implement a traffic management section in the 
zoning that would include specific provisions for 
Gateway areas such as limiting curb cuts, landscaping 
medians or encouraging right-sized parking.

14. Develop site landscaping standards and an overall 
landscape standard for the Gateway areas to create 
a sense of arrival and a pleasing aesthetic (street 
trees, placement, numbers required) and to help 
draw vehicles and travelers to the downtown.  
Note that street trees will also have distinct 
environmental benefits to the city, its residents, 
and visitors.

15. Develop more detailed design review standards 
for each of the affected districts that fall within 
the Gateway areas.  This would include detailed 
initiatives for site development, architecture, signs, 
landscaping, parking, access and overall circulation.  

16. Improve fencing standards to be sensitive to and 
reinforce the overall context of the Gateway areas 
and the historic downtown.  Include standards in 
zoning for fences to ensure they do not dominate the 
buildings or landscape, and harmonize with the site 
and buildings in scale as well as in materials. Barbed 

T H E  R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S
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wire and security fencing (razor-wire, concertina 
wire) should be prohibited. Chain link should also be 
excluded or discouraged. Preferred fence materials 
should be ornamental in design and reflect the 
character of the area, such as decorative metals.

17. Include specific regulations for such uses like 
gas/service stations, convenient stores, or 
formula businesses, to ensure that designs have a 
harmonious and attractively arranged appearance 
in size, form, manner, layout, and/or materials, which 
will not adversely affect the look of surrounding 
developments and the character of the area.

18. Include general standards for off-street parking.  
The following guidelines are recommended 
when feasible to reduce parking requirements, 
thus creating incentives and the environment for 
increased pedestrian, transit and bicycle travel:

a. Provide short-term parking in the most 
convenient locations and long-term parking 
in peripheral locations and where it can most 
easily be intercepted by transit. Consider 
adjusting parking fees that would result in 
denser and more compact development by 
reducing the number of personal vehicles used 
in commutes and the number of parking spaces 
required to accommodate them.

b. Coordinate site uses among separate 
properties.  Reduce the total number of parking 
spaces needed to accommodate customers 
where multiple destinations are accessible 
from the same parking lot.

c. Reduce parking requirements for development 
in close proximity to transit.

d. Locate and configure site plans and parking 
to prioritize direct pedestrian access between 

building entrances, sidewalks and transit 
stops.  Require that parking be located behind 
buildings where possible, to the sides of 
buildings when necessary, and away from street 
intersections on corner lots.

e. Establish parking maximums, rather than 
minimums, for office buildings and other 
employment centers where alternative 
transportation exists (minimums often result 
in more parking being provided than is needed 
to meet demand).

f. Allow the use of public on-street spaces when 
considering the total number of parking spaces 
needed for a development.

Programming/Organizational Recommendations

The following represent some ideas to foster 
improvement of the Gateway areas through 
programmatic and organizational strategies:

•	 Develop a Rutland Gateway Areas website that 
highlights initiatives, potential development 
sites, and describes the progress and process for 
Gateway improvements and development.

•	 From the website have a simple printable PDF 
brochure that describes the Gateways and 
becomes a marketing piece as well.

•	 Convene at a minimum yearly Gateway meetings 
to engage stakeholders and constituents in 
the area. This could be a vehicle to organize 
cleanups and beautification on Green Up days 
and garner support for property/business owner 
buy-in and participation.

•	 Continue one-on-one discussion with 
landowners and stakeholders as to future 

development potential, marketing, and 
responsibilities of City vs.  property owners.

•	 Install temporary banners, kiosks or art 
installations in the Gateway areas.

T H E  R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S
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PRIORITIES FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

Note that for many of these projects, more detailed 
design and construction details will need to be 
developed. Local and/or state permitting may also be 
required depending on the nature of the project. In 
some instances, landowner agreements or easements 
may be necessary to implement projects.

All Gateway Areas

Short Term Initiatives (1-4 years)

1. As a first priority, formally adopt this study, or the 
recommendations and improvements outlined 
in this study, as an adjunct to the City Master 
Plan; or, determine which suggestions and 
enhancements of this study can be implemented 
expeditiously, and adopt those in the Master Plan 
or Zoning Bylaws.

2. Prepare construction-ready engineering plans 
and specifications needed to implement 
conceptual designs deemed possible for short-
term implementation.

3. Identify appropriate funding sources on a project-
by-project basis, including allocations from the 
Capital Improvement Plan to be incorporated into 
the town’s yearly budget. Explore a local assessment 
district (such as Tax Increment Financing) or an 
Impact Fee structure to help fund improvements 
that benefit all the businesses and properties within 
this area.  

4. Implement Gateway Overlay District with specific 
design guidelines.

5. Work with property owners to encourage upgrades 
and redevelopment where appropriate.

Mid-Term Initiatives (5-8 years)

1. Prepare construction-ready engineering plans 
and specifications needed to implement 
conceptual designs deemed possible for mid-term 
implementation.

Upper West Street

Short Term Initiatives (1-4 years)

1. Install vine pockets at Fairpoint Communications 
building.

2. Implement recommended crosswalk/gateway 
treatments and any alterations to existing 
curbing required.

Mid-Term Initiatives (5-8 years)

1. Implement recommended streetscape upgrades 
for remainder of road (curbing, new sidewalks, 
street trees, road striping, etc.) in conjunction 
with reconstruction of other curbs and sidewalks 
deemed to be in disrepair per DPW review. 

2. Implement remainder of recommended gateway 
treatments (larger gateway structures and 
plantings).

Lower West Street

Short Term Initiatives (1-4 years)

1. Implement sidewalk and street trees along cemetery 
(design proposal prepared outside this project).

2. Install recommended fencing upgrade at cemetery.

3. Implement recommended crosswalk/gateway 
treatments and any alterations to existing 
curbing required.

Mid-Term Initiatives (5-8 years)

1. Implement recommended streetscape upgrades 
(curbing, new sidewalks, street trees, road striping, 
etc.) in conjunction with reconstruction of other 
curbs and sidewalks deemed to be in disrepair per 
DPW review.

2. Implement remainder of recommended gateway 
treatments (larger gateway structures and plantings).

Strongs Avenue

Short Term Initiatives (1-4 years)

1. Negotiate agreement with Vermont Railways to allow 
implementation of proposed upgrades at Vermont 
Railways property (with potential cost-sharing).

2. Implement recommended upgrades for Vermont 
Railways property.

3. Implement recommended streetscape upgrades for 
west side of road between Madison Street and Scale 
Ave. (curbing, new sidewalks, street trees, etc.) and 
associated crosswalks and gateway treatments. At 
minimum implement recommended crosswalk/
gateway treatments.

Mid-Term Initiatives (5-8 years)

1. Implement recommended streetscape upgrades 
for remainder of road, including “Prospect Street 
Triangle” and Route 7 intersection (curbing, new 
sidewalks, street trees, crosswalks, road striping, 
etc.) in conjunction with reconstruction of other 
curbs and sidewalks deemed to be in disrepair per 
DPW review.

2. Implement remainder of recommended gateway 
treatments (larger gateway structures and plantings).

P R I O R I T I E S
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POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES FOR 
RUTLAND’S STREETSCAPE AND OPEN SPACE 
IMPROVEMENTS

Highway Safety Improvement Program 
(http://ghsp.vermont.gov/)

A core aid program of the FHWA, the overall intent 
of this program is to improve safety and reduce traffic 
fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. Each 
year in Vermont, 50 locations are selected for review 
from identified high crash locations, and these federal 
funds are used to help remediate problems in those 
selected sites and sections.

Municipal General Funds or Bonding 

These are funds allocated by the City of Rutland 
either directly from the City’s general fund or through 
a long-term borrowing vehicle, such as a municipal 
loan or bond.

Municipal Planning Grant (MPG) 
(http://accd.vermont.gov)

This grant provides funding for community 
development planning activities and/or pre-
development activities, in preparation for 
implementing a project in one or more of the program 
areas (housing, economic development, public 
facilities or public services).  This grant program 
funded this current planning effort, and might be 
considered for a second round of funding to focus in 
on more detailed planning and design development 
for several components of the project set forth in this 
initial phase. 

Planning grant funds allow communities access to 
the technical expertise and professional resources 
needed to test ideas, propose strategies, develop 
plans, establish policies and procedures, and conduct 

organizational activities.  It is important to remember 
that the successful funding of a planning grant does 
NOT guarantee or imply that Vermont Community 
Development Program funding for the project at 
implementation will also be successful - the project 
must stand on its own merits and receiving VCDP 
planning dollars does not make the implementation 
proposal more competitive.

People for Bikes - Community Grants 
(http://www.peopleforbikes.org/pages/community-
grants)

The People For Bikes Community Grant Program 
provides funding for important and influential projects 
that leverage federal funding and build momentum for 
bicycling in communities across the U.S. These projects 
include bike paths and rail trails, as well as large-scale 
bicycle advocacy initiatives.

VT Bicycle & Pedestrian Grant 
(http://vtransengineering.vermont.gov/sections/ltf/
bike_ped/policy_plan)

The VTrans Bicycle and Pedestrian Program provides 
funding for the scoping or design/construction of 
infrastructure projects that help improve access and 
safety for bicyclists and/or pedestrians. These may 
include sidewalks, bike lanes, crossing improvements, 
and facilities that assist ADA facilities.

VT Dept of Buildings & General Services - 

Recreational Facilities Grant Program 
(http://bgs.vermont.gov/sites/bgs/files/pdfs/BGS-
Grant-Rec-Facilities-Program.pdf)

The program is open to municipalities and non-profit 
organizations that provide services to youth or adults 
in either an individual community or recognized 
community service area. The maximum available grant 
is $25,000. Requests in any amount up to $25,000 will be 

considered. It is the intent of this program to make as 
many awards as feasible with the money appropriated 
by the legislature. For each dollar requested, 
documentation must be provided to show that one 
dollar has been raised (on hand or pledged) from non-
state sources. Projects that are in the conceptual stage 
should not apply at this point. Preference will be given 
to those projects that have a demonstrated longevity of 
support within a community.

VTrans Paving Program 
(http://vtransengineering.vermont.gov/sections/
highway/pavement)

Each year, VTrans assess and budgets investments in 
leveling and resurfacing sections of existing pavement. 
The paving program not only extends the life of the 
current road network, they provide the ideal opportunity 
for adding new roadway amenities, such as medians, 
striping, and stamped and/or colored patterns.

VTrans Safe Routes to School 
(http://saferoutes.vermont.gov/getting_started/
funding)

This program provides funding for projects that 
will improve access and safety for bicyclists and/
or pedestrians through the planning, design and 
construction of infrastructure projects.   The Bike/
Ped Program provides funding for either scoping 
(feasibility) studies or for the design and construction 
of projects. 

VTrans Transportation Alternatives Grant 
(http://vtrans.vermont.gov/)

This program awards financial assistance to towns 
and communities to fund multi-modal transportation 
projects that help improve the traveling experience 
for people of all modes. This includes assistance for 
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the creation of sidewalks, shared-use paths, shoulder 
paving, and landscaping. 

Vermont Arts Council 

(http://www.vermontartscouncil.org/Grants/tabid/65/
Default.aspx)

Project Grant: $500-$3,000 to support art activities 
that enhance the quality of life for Vermont’s citizens, 
attract visitors, and help stimulate local economies. 
Any Vermont non-profit organization, school, or 
municipality can apply.

Efficiency Vermont’s Municipal Street Lighting 

Program

Efficiency Vermont is partnering with Vermont’s utilities 
to offer this program to Vermont’s municipalities to 
help improve efficiency of street lighting.  This program 
is designed to help reduce annual street lighting costs, 
improve energy efficiency, and improve the quality of 
lighting with minimal, if any, cost to the municipality – 
as long as the streetlights continue to be leased. 

Efficiency Vermont has prepared the “Guide for 
Improving Efficiency in Municipal Street and Public 
Space Lighting” to help with the process. This Guide 
offers a comprehensive method toward maximizing 
the energy savings.   The guide, along with other 
helpful documents (including a “Guide to Eliminating 
Street lighting”), can be found at the following link: 
www.efficiencyvermont.com/street lighting. It is 
a community’s option to choose the appropriate 
approach toward improving the efficiency of street 
lighting that works in that specific community.   In 
return, Efficiency Vermont will provide a municipality 
with technical and financial assistance to assist in 
developing the LED upgrade project.     It is important 
to recognize that this agreement does not specifically 
require that the municipality implement the project -- 

rather only to fully develop the project so that it can 
then be considered for implementation.

Vermont Urban and Community Forestry - Caring 

for Canopy Grant

(http://www.vtcommunityforestry.org/resources/
financial- technical-assistance/vermont-urban-
community-forestry-grants)

The Caring for Canopy grant category is for projects 
focused on helping a community move their tree 
management program forward toward a sustained 
level. This could include street and park tree 
inventories; management, protection and streetscape 
plan development; public policy development; training 
opportunities; tree planting; and tree maintenance.

Grants range from $500 to $5,000 and require a 50–50 
match (total project cost range is $1,000–$10,000).

Vermont Economic Development Authority 

(VEDA) Commercial Financing Programs

(http://www.veda.org/financing-options/vermont-
commercial-financing/)

VEDA offers innovative, low-interest loan programs 
that often fill the financing gap for a commercial startup 
or expansion project. Working either directly with a 
business, or in partnership with a commercial lender, 
VEDA customizes financing solutions to fit the unique 
needs of business projects, large or small, utilizing a 
number of innovative loan programs.
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ITEM QUANTITY UNIT PRICE 
(installed)    UNIT TOTAL PRICE

Demolition

Common Excavation (assumed 2' deep) 853 $15.00 cy $12,795

Paving and Curbing

Bituminous Concrete Pavement (5", over ex. base) 150 $20.00 sy $3,000

5' Wide Concrete Sidewalk (5") 435 $70.00 lf $30,450

Vertical Granite Curbing 771 $40.00 lf $30,840

Road Striping 0 $4.00 lf $0

Parking Striping 219 $4.00 lf $876

Striped Crosswalk (thermoplastic) 2 $1,500.00 ea $3,000

Gateway Treatments

Gateway Structure - Pedestrian Scale  (pole, banner, base) 0 $8,000.00 ea $0

Perennial Planting Bed (at each pedestrian-scale gateway treatment location) 0 $800.00 ea $0

Bench 2 $1,500.00 ea $3,000

Gateway Structure - Larger Scale  (pole, banner, base) 0 $12,000.00 ea $0

Perennial Planting Bed (at each larger scale gateway treatment location) 0 $1,000.00 ea $0

Landscaping

Street Tree (2"-2 1/2" cal.) 11 $600.00 ea $6,600

Deciduous Shrub (3 gal.) 0 $60.00 ea $0

Topsoil (4" depth) 124 $40.00 cy $4,960

Seeded Lawn 10044 $0.14 sf $1,406

$96,927

$19,385

$11,631

$11,631

$17,447

$13,958

$170,980

Construction Administration 12%

TOTAL

Notes:
1. This estimate is based on conceptual plans and should be considered an “order of magnitude” estimate for budget planning purposes only.
More detailed cost estimates will be developed during future design and engineering phases.
2. Potential stormwater and other utility infrastructure cost are not included in this estimate - a more detailed engineering study beyond the 
scope of this project is required. Existing dedicated stormwater infrastructure is lacking in many areas, and utilizing combined sewer catch 
basins would not be viable from a permitting perspective in reconstructed project areas.

RUTLAND GATEWAY PLAN - CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS             3.25.15           
STRONGS AVE./PROSPECT ST. TRIANGLE

STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

Subtotal

Contingency 20%

Design, Engineering and Permitting 15%

Traffic Control 10%

Mobilization/Demobilization 10%

ITEM QUANTITY
UNIT 

PRICE 
(installed)

   UNIT TOTAL PRICE

Common Excavation 1,010 $15.00 cy $15,150

Subbase of Crushed Gravel 60 $40.00 cy $2,400

Bituminous Concrete Pavement (5") 25 $150.00 ton $3,750

Concrete Sidewalk (5") 120 $75.00 sy $9,000

Vertical Granite Curbing 340 $35.00 lf $11,900

Striping 1 $1,000.00 ea $1,000

Striped Crosswalk (thermoplastic) 2 $1,500.00 ea $3,000

Gateway Structure (pole, banner, base) 4 $8,000.00 ea $32,000

Topsoil 130 $40.00 cy $5,200

Bench 4 $800.00 ea $3,200

Street Tree (2"-2 1/2" cal.) 18 $600.00 ea $10,800

Deciduous Shrub (3 gal.) 85 $60.00 ea $5,100

Seeded Lawn 0.14 7000 sf $980

Mobilization/Demobilization 10% ls $9,740

Traffic Control 10% ls $9,740

$122,960

$24,592

$22,133

$17,706

$187,391

Common Excavation 130 $15.00 cy $1,950

Trench Excavation 890 $20.00 cy $17,800

Subbase of Crushed Gravel 890 $40.00 cy $35,600

Bituminous Concrete Pavement (5") 55 $150.00 ton $8,250

Storm Drain (18" CPEP) 1000 $40.00 lf $40,000

Catch Basins 6 $3,500.00 ea $21,000

Vertical Granite Curbing 840 $35.00 lf $29,400

Mobilization/Demobilization 10% ls $15,400

Traffic Control 10% ls $15,400

$184,800

$36,960

$44,352

$26,611

$292,723

RUTLAND GATEWAY PLAN - CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS             2.6.15           
STRONGS AVENUE (RIVER STREET TO SCALE AVENUE) - WEST SIDE

STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS - BASE

Subtotal

Contingency 20%

Design, Engineering and Permitting 15%

Construction Administration 12%

TOTAL

Note:
This estimate is based on conceptual plans and should be considered an “order of magnitude” estimate for budget planning 
purposes only. More detailed cost estimates will be developed during future design and engineering phases.

STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS - FULL CURBING & DRAINAGE (ADD TO BASE)

Subtotal

Contingency 20%

Design, Engineering and Permitting 20%

Construction Administration 12%

TOTAL

C O N C E P T U A L  E S T I M AT E S  O F  P R O B A B L E  C O S T

Conceptual Estimates of Probable Cost

Notes:

1. These estimates are based on 
conceptual plans and should be 
considered an “order of magnitude” 
estimate for budget planning purposes 
only. More detailed cost estimates will 
be developed during future design and 
engineering phases.

2. Estimates reflect new infrastructure 
and streetscape elements depicted 
in the plans. Additional sidewalk and 
curb reconstruction may be desirable 
in some locations - see DPW sidewalk 
inventory map for documentation of 
sidewalk conditions. 

3. With the exception of the estimate 
for “Strongs Avenue - West Side”, 
potential stormwater and other utility 
infrastructure costs are not included 
in these estimates - a more detailed 
study beyond the scope of this project is 
required. Existing dedicated stormwater 
infrastructure is lacking in many areas, 
and utilizing combined sewer catch 
basins would not be viable from a 
permitting perspective in reconstructed 
project areas. 
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ITEM QUANTITY UNIT PRICE 
(installed)    UNIT TOTAL PRICE

Demolition

Common Excavation (assumed 2' deep) 806 $15.00 cy $12,090

Paving and Curbing

Bituminous Concrete Pavement (5", over ex. base) 400 $20.00 sy $8,000

5' Wide Concrete Sidewalk (5") 1049 $70.00 lf $73,430

Vertical Granite Curbing 1,883 $40.00 lf $75,320

Road Striping 1,987 $4.00 lf $7,948

Parking Striping 256 $4.00 lf $1,024

Striped Crosswalk (thermoplastic) 0 $1,500.00 ea $0

Gateway Treatments

Gateway Structure - Pedestrian Scale  (pole, banner, base) 0 $8,000.00 ea $0

Perennial Planting Bed (at each pedestrian-scale gateway treatment location) 0 $800.00 ea $0

Bench 0 $1,500.00 ea $0

Gateway Structure - Larger Scale  (pole, banner, base) 2 $12,000.00 ea $24,000

Perennial Planting Bed (at each larger scale gateway treatment location) 2 $1,000.00 ea $2,000

Landscaping

Street Tree (2"-2 1/2" cal.) 47 $600.00 ea $28,200

Deciduous Shrub (3 gal.) 89 $60.00 ea $5,340

Topsoil (4" depth) 211 $40.00 cy $8,440

Seeded Lawn 17083 $0.14 sf $2,392

$248,184

$49,637

$29,782

$29,782

$44,673

$35,738

$437,796

Design, Engineering and Permitting 15%

Construction Administration 12%

TOTAL

 Notes:
1. This estimate is based on conceptual plans and should be considered an “order of magnitude” estimate for budget planning purposes only.
More detailed cost estimates will be developed during future design and engineering phases.
2. Potential stormwater and other utility infrastructure cost are not included in this estimate - a more detailed engineering study beyond the 
scope of this project is required. Existing dedicated stormwater infrastructure is lacking in many areas, and utilizing combined sewer catch 
basins would not be viable from a permitting perspective in reconstructed project areas.

RUTLAND GATEWAY PLAN - CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS             3.25.15           
STRONGS AVE. (REMAINING AREAS)

STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

Subtotal

Contingency 20%

Mobilization/Demobilization 10%

Traffic Control 10%

ITEM QUANTITY UNIT PRICE 
(installed)    UNIT TOTAL PRICE

Demolition

Common Excavation (assumed 2' deep) 55 $15.00 cy $825

Paving and Curbing

Bituminous Concrete Pavement (5", over ex. base) 35 $20.00 sy $700

5' Wide Concrete Sidewalk (5") 83 $70.00 lf $5,810

Vertical Granite Curbing 159 $40.00 lf $6,360

Road Striping 0 $4.00 lf $0

Parking Striping 0 $4.00 lf $0

Striped Crosswalk (thermoplastic) 3 $2,000.00 ea $6,000

Gateway Treatments

Gateway Structure - Pedestrian Scale  (pole, banner, base) 0 $8,000.00 ea $0

Perennial Planting Bed (at each pedestrian-scale gateway treatment location) 0 $800.00 ea $0

Bench 0 $1,500.00 ea $0

Gateway Structure - Larger Scale  (pole, banner, base) 0 $12,000.00 ea $0

Perennial Planting Bed (at each larger scale gateway treatment location) 0 $1,000.00 ea $0

Landscaping

Street Tree (2"-2 1/2" cal.) 0 $600.00 ea $0

Deciduous Shrub (3 gal.) 0 $60.00 ea $0

Topsoil (4" depth) 7 $40.00 cy $280

Seeded Lawn 588 $0.14 sf $82

$20,057

$4,011

$2,407

$2,407

$3,610

$2,888

$35,381

Design, Engineering and Permitting 15%

Construction Administration 12%

TOTAL

Notes:
1. This estimate is based on conceptual plans and should be considered an “order of magnitude” estimate for budget planning purposes only.
More detailed cost estimates will be developed during future design and engineering phases.
2. Potential stormwater and other utility infrastructure cost are not included in this estimate - a more detailed engineering study beyond the 
scope of this project is required. Existing dedicated stormwater infrastructure is lacking in many areas, and utilizing combined sewer catch 
basins would not be viable from a permitting perspective in reconstructed project areas.

RUTLAND GATEWAY PLAN - CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS             3.25.15           
ROUTE 7

STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

Subtotal

Contingency 20%

Mobilization/Demobilization 10%

Traffic Control 10%

C O N C E P T U A L  E S T I M AT E S  O F  P R O B A B L E  C O S T
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C O N C E P T U A L  E S T I M AT E S  O F  P R O B A B L E  C O S T

ITEM QUANTITY UNIT PRICE 
(installed)    UNIT TOTAL PRICE

Demolition

Common Excavation (assumed 2' deep) 406 $15.00 cy $6,090

Paving and Curbing

Bituminous Concrete Pavement (5", over ex. base) 260 $20.00 sy $5,200

5' Wide Concrete Sidewalk (5") 209 $70.00 lf $14,630

Vertical Granite Curbing 1,237 $40.00 lf $49,480

Road Striping 723 $4.00 lf $2,892

Parking Striping 0 $4.00 lf $0

Striped Crosswalk (thermoplastic) 1 $1,500.00 ea $1,500

Gateway Treatments

Gateway Structure - Pedestrian Scale  (pole, banner, base) 3 $8,000.00 ea $24,000

Perennial Planting Bed (at each pedestrian-scale gateway treatment location) 3 $800.00 ea $2,400

Bench 0 $1,500.00 ea $0

Gateway Structure - Larger Scale  (pole, banner, base) 2 $12,000.00 ea $24,000

Perennial Planting Bed (at each larger scale gateway treatment location) 2 $1,000.00 ea $2,000

Landscaping

Street Tree (2"-2 1/2" cal.) 27 $600.00 ea $16,200

Deciduous Shrub (3 gal.) 0 $60.00 ea $0

Topsoil (4" depth) 114 $40.00 cy $4,560

Seeded Lawn 9236 $0.14 sf $1,293

$154,245

$30,849

$18,509

$18,509

$27,764

$22,211

$272,088

Design, Engineering and Permitting 15%

Construction Administration 12%

TOTAL

Notes:
1. This estimate is based on conceptual plans and should be considered an “order of magnitude” estimate for budget planning purposes only.
More detailed cost estimates will be developed during future design and engineering phases.
2. Potential stormwater and other utility infrastructure cost are not included in this estimate - a more detailed engineering study beyond the 
scope of this project is required. Existing dedicated stormwater infrastructure is lacking in many areas, and utilizing combined sewer catch 
basins would not be viable from a permitting perspective in reconstructed project areas.      

RUTLAND GATEWAY PLAN - CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS             3.25.15           
UPPER WEST STREET

STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

Subtotal

Contingency 20%

Mobilization/Demobilization 10%

Traffic Control 10%

ITEM QUANTITY UNIT PRICE 
(installed)    UNIT TOTAL PRICE

Demolition

Common Excavation (assumed 2' deep) 552 $15.00 cy $8,280

Paving and Curbing

Bituminous Concrete Pavement (5", over ex. base) 600 $20.00 sy $12,000

5' Wide Concrete Sidewalk (5") 1242 $70.00 lf $86,940

Vertical Granite Curbing 2,685 $40.00 lf $107,400

Road Striping 1,364 $4.00 lf $5,456

Parking Striping 0 $4.00 lf $0

Striped Crosswalk (thermoplastic) 4 $1,500.00 ea $6,000

Gateway Treatments

Gateway Structure - Pedestrian Scale  (pole, banner, base) 3 $8,000.00 ea $24,000

Perennial Planting Bed (at each pedestrian-scale gateway treatment location) 5 $800.00 ea $4,000

Bench 1 $1,500.00 ea $1,500

Gateway Structure - Larger Scale  (pole, banner, base) 2 $12,000.00 ea $24,000

Perennial Planting Bed (at each larger scale gateway treatment location) 2 $1,000.00 ea $2,000

Landscaping

Street Tree (2"-2 1/2" cal.) 31 $600.00 ea $18,600

Deciduous Shrub (3 gal.) 0 $60.00 ea $0

Topsoil (4" depth) 212 $40.00 cy $8,480

Seeded Lawn 17132 $0.14 sf $2,398

$311,054

$62,211

$37,327

$37,327

$55,990

$44,792

$548,700

Design, Engineering and Permitting 15%

Construction Administration 12%

TOTAL

Notes:
1. This estimate is based on conceptual plans and should be considered an “order of magnitude” estimate for budget planning purposes only.
More detailed cost estimates will be developed during future design and engineering phases.
2. Potential stormwater and other utility infrastructure cost are not included in this estimate - a more detailed engineering study beyond the 
scope of this project is required. Existing dedicated stormwater infrastructure is lacking in many areas, and utilizing combined sewer catch 
basins would not be viable from a permitting perspective in reconstructed project areas.

RUTLAND GATEWAY PLAN - CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS             3.25.15           
LOWER WEST STREET

STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

Subtotal

Contingency 20%

Mobilization/Demobilization 10%

Traffic Control 10%
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WORKSHOP NOTES

 › Center/Washington St. – also gateways?

 › For study: Identify the 3 major entries…these 3 are 
the most “needy” with issues & higher traffic count.

 › Center/Washington St. as option to downtown. 
(Mitigation to acute angle)

 › It’s not just “downtown”, it’s what’s there! 
Attractions.
-    Tagline vs. specifics.

 › Wayfinding (pilot at Merchant’s Row) Strategy: 
outside   in.

 › On West Street - From West: banners on bridge 
(future)

 › Curb to curb is very wide (at Nuttings-used cars)

 › “Road Diet”—bump-outs, crossing

 › Engage property/business owners with incentives 
for improvement.

 › Small associations (for beautification)
-    Issue of absentee landlords

 › “West St. Gateway Partnership”

 › Hourmart property—GMP ideas

 › Routes 4-7: Empty gas stations (1 actively 
marketed, the other half acre in size)
-    Vacant property
-    Access issues
-    Assessment is high.

    Could city buy property? Not feasible.
 › Consider “i” (information) signs – to help visitors 

know what is present in the “city center”, to get 
people there.

 › Market-driven improvements on West St. 

 › Strongs Ave - Lots of open space: 2 abandoned 
properties are key opportunities, but are eyesores.

 › Strongs Ave - Views of downtown: could be 
attractive with enhancement

 › VT rail property just sold 2 years ago. 
-    Safety issue with crossings: poor lighting, 

existing asphalt.
-    Meet with owners re: safety.

 › Precedent with shopping center and its poor 
condition; city forced improvements.

 › Importance of engaging owners
 › Marketing the future, the possibilities
 › Issue of pride
 › Strongs Ave - Building demolition (around 

triangle property at Madison)
-    Traffic
-    Gardner Bros (owners)
-    Eliminate street, connect to park.
-    Or restore all or part of building—artists’ 

residences
 › Need to get property owners “at the table.”
 › West Street – Road wider between tracks and first 

light, opposite cemetery
 › Broken-up concrete at sites/street an issue.
 › West Street - Most likely spot for redevelopment - 

several acres opposite and at food center.
 › West Street apartment houses (and property for 

sale closer to Route 7) highly desirable. 
 › These apartment houses are “borderline” to actual 

blight, but should be desirable.
 › Road narrowing?
 › Single-family residences vs. apartments.
 › Public responsibilities vs. private. 

-    Defining what the city can do. 
-    Parties working together

 › Right track study was successful.     
 › **BUY-IN is critical**
 › GMP on West St. …GMP now an “energy 

company” vs. “utility company”

 › Brownfield on “pie shape” property being 
remediated:
-    Solar
-    “Rutland Blooms” farmers market
-    Creating a visual presence with gateway 

elements
 › GMP sponsored contest with local schools…on 

cutting edge “A Cultural Reminder”
 › How do people access GMP enhancement on foot?

-    Connect with bike path
 › Old turnoff/existing pylons for possible history of 

marble rail
+    Recreation, local/regional
+    Farmland - farmers market, local foods & 

restaurant
 › “Solar Capital”
 › DIVERSITY
 › Ski Mag: -top 10 ski towns

-    Museum
-    Green Mountain/Castleton St. Colleges

WORKSHOP ATTENDEES

Attending:
-    Mary Marzec, GMP 
-    Kathy Phillips, Gill’s Deli 
-    Jerry Hansen, Sigh Enterprises 
-    Alvin Fiegel 
-    Laurie Musick Wright, LMW Design Inc. 
-    Mark Foley, Jr.

City Representatives:
-    Brennan Duffy, Rutland Redevelopment Authority 
-    Mike Coppinger, DRP 
-    Ed Bove, RRPC 

Consultant Team:
-    David Raphael, Patrick Olstad, LandWorks 
-    Austin Feula, Resource Systems Group (RSG)
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