
To members of the Select board and Town Manager,  9/18/24

I appreciate the Select board inviting the public to share their thoughts and concerns this evening.

I was relieved to see the Planning Commission took cottage courts back out of the RUR-5 and 
RUR-10.  Cottage Courts are best suited in areas with town water and sewer.  Keene, NH recently 
approved a Cottage Court ordinance but made sure to site them only in areas served by town 
water and sewer.  

It would be beneficial if setbacks were not reduced in the rural areas. Setbacks are a part of 
what gives land owners peace of mind knowing they are not going to be encroached upon.  
I would like to see the set back distances maintained as they were in the rural districts.

After reading the proposed revisions several times, I didn't notice that Minimum Lot Size 
requirements had a black line through it until a week ago because it was crossed out in black not 
red.  It is very concerning Minimum Lot Size requirements are proposed to be eliminated in 
the RUR-5 and RUR-10 Districts.  

If we take a minute, and refer to the zoning map attached....... and look at the expansive area the 
Rural RUR-5 and RUR-10 covers, we can see we are talking about roughly 9/10ths or 90% of the 
town.  If Chester covers 55 square miles then we are talking about a big change that would impact
roughly 49.5 square miles of Chester. 

By taking away the Minimum Lot Size requirement in the RUR-5 (R120) and RUR-10 
(Conservation Residential) the town would be inviting suburban development into these 
sensitive rural areas.   How does it make sense for the rural RUR-5 and RUR-10, (90% of 
Chester) to be the only two districts the town where Minimum Lot Size would not required?

For example:
In the RUR-5 if a person owns 30 acres, they could develop 5 homes on 2 acres (each on 1/3 or .3
acres of land) as long as they maintained a 6th home on a minimum of 5 acres. If someone owns 
60 acres they could build 11 homes on 1/3 acre lots covering 4 acres right next to the road.  As 
long as the 11 homes met the 150 foot frontage and minimum set back requirements. Leaving 
room for one more home on the largest parcel.

This move to strike through Minimum Lot Size would be pretty much anything goes, do 
what you want, back road suburbia with strip development mixed in.  Never knowing who is 
going to do what next because there would be no Conditional Use Permit requirement to let 
neighbors know in advance.  After the homes are built we have more trips per day on narrow town 
highways, increased maintenance of the roads, more mud season truck loads of gravel and the 
“rural” character has been completely altered and does not look or feel rural anymore and there is 
no going back. 

There would be NO impact fees to help cover the costs to the town if this is allowed.
Have other Vermont towns eliminated Minimum Lot Sizes in the rural districts? If yes which 
towns?

The place to create affordable, work force housing is where there's town water and sewer.  
This is supported by the Vermont HOME Act 47 (S.100). The HOME Act encourages affordable 
housing and density in residential districts and areas of towns served by sewer and water.  
The VT HOME Act does not encourage density zoning or affordable housing in rural areas.  

Amy Mosher

Amy Mosher



After reading the Planning Commission minutes and agenda packets back to January, I found a 
letter from Jason Rasmussen from the Regional Planning Council (dated January 2, 2024) sent to 
the Town Manager, Zoning Administrator and Planning Commission.  In the attached letter Mr. 
Rasmussen states: “Alternative: In rural districts, I like eliminating a minimum lot size and replacing
it with a unit/acre density standard. It allows for flexibility, but it can be an administrative 
headache.”  On January 5, The Planning Commission Packet included a working draft of the 
bylaws with Minimum Lot Size crossed out in both rural RUR-5 and RUR-10 districts.  

The Planning Commission seems to believe the density zoning in rural districts is a good idea 
because it could leave more open space. That all sounds nice, but it's important to remember 
these rural districts are prone to flooding as the rivers and streams run alongside many of the 
unpaved town roads and highways. Last year Chester suffered two flooding events in July and 
December.

Eliminating Minimum Lot Sizes in the rural districts would make land easier to develop and 
at the same time make development harder to regulate!

This approach of density zoning in the rural areas is not consistent with the Chester Town Plan.  
And it is not in conformance with VT HOME Act 47 because the act specifically encourages 
increasing density in areas served by town water and sewer.  The rural areas are not served 
by town water or sewer.

In Conclusion:

Tonight, I ask the Chester Select board to slow down, carefully think through and understand how 
eliminating the Minimum Lot Size requirements across 90% of town would impact the scenic and  
rural character.   Please take the time to envision the big picture and consider the number of undue
adverse impacts that would occur if Minimum Lot Size requirements are eliminated in the RUR-5 
and RUR-10 districts. 

I ask the Select board to be thoughtful and open to conversation.  We live in a state and a 
community that wants to preserve the rural areas now and in the future.

I ask the Select board to send these proposed bylaws back to the Planning Commission and ask 
them to maintain Minimum Lot Size requirements and maintain healthy building setbacks in the 
rural districts. Thank you for your time.

Respectfully Submitted by,

Amy Mosher
Chester, VT
802-875-4631










