
MEREDITH SELECT BOARD  
MEETING AGENDA 

Meredith Community Center - 1 Circle Drive 
September 8, 2025 at 4:30pm 

 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER AT ____{time}_____ / ROLL CALL 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
Public Hearing on Fees postponed to September 22, 2025 Selectboard meeting. 
 
AGENDA ITEM 1.  APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES – page 1   
 
AGENDA ITEM 2. WORKSHOPS – page 10 

A. Use of William Andrews Fund (Director Choiniere)  – page 10 
B. Fire Study Update/Progress  (Manager Milner/Chief Jones) – page 13 

 
AGENDA ITEM 3. BUSINESS – page 109 

A. WRBP Replacement Fund (Manager Milner) – page 109 
B. Appointment – page 114 
 

AGENDA ITEM 4. TOWN MANAGER’S REPORT – page 116 
  
AGENDA ITEM 5. VISITOR AND RESIDENT COMMENTS – page 168 
 
AGENDA ITEM 6. SELECT BOARD REPORTS AND COMMENTS – page 169 

AGENDA ITEM 7. NONPUBLIC – page 170 

 ADJOURNMENT AT ____{time}____ 

 
 

Next meeting: September 22, 2025 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Selectboard of the Town of Meredith reserves the right to enter into nonpublic session when necessary, 
according to the provisions of RSA 91-A.  

 
This location is accessible to the disabled. Those wishing to attend who are hearing or vision impaired may 

make their needs known by calling 603-279-4538 (voice), or through "Relay New Hampshire" 1-800-735-2964 
(T.D./TRY) 
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Housing Policy, 
Data, Regulatory 

Audit, and Housing 
Forum Takeaways

August 2025
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Housing Audit
What is it?

• Includes a review of Imagine Meredith Draft Vision and Future Land Use Strategy, and 
components of the emerging Community Plan (2023 Housing Needs Assessment, 2023 
Housing Survey Results, the 2024 Existing Conditions Report, and the 2024 Outreach 
and Engagement Report) to identify housing related issues and recommendations. 

• Evaluated how local policies, regulations, and zoning practices influence housing 
development and affordability. 

• Compared against existing land use regulations in Meredith and potential regulatory 
strategies.

• Builds off the Phase 1 HOP Grant. 

Why complete an audit?
• To identify gaps and inconsistencies that exist between existing policies and regulatory 

documents.
• These findings will help inform the writing of the Community Plan and refine future 

strategies and actions.
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Housing Audit

This Housing Audit Presentation is broken into two 
sections:

 Section 1 – Data and Policy Review

 Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Potential Changes

 Section 3 – Summary of Potential Changes
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Section 1 – Data and Policy Review:
Imagine Meredith 2035 Community Plan Findings

• The draft future land use strategy focuses on increasing housing variety in all areas of the 
community, with a focus on compatible housing solutions, year-round housing, focusing future 
development where infrastructure exists, mixed use development, and balancing housing with natural 
resource protection. 

• The draft vision explicitly mentioned affordable housing as a critical need, emphasizes thoughtful 
planning, balances future development with preserving small town character, and notes a community 
commitment to inclusivity and collaboration. 

• Participants emphasized the need to expand affordable and senior-friendly housing, support 
multigenerational living, and allow more diverse housing types such as accessory dwelling units, 
smaller homes, and mixed-use buildings in the outreach and engagement that was conducted for the 
Community Plan.
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Section 1 – Data and Policy Review:
• 2023 Housing Needs Assessment Key Data

• Meredith is growing older and smaller households are more common.
• The number of residents over age 65 has grown significantly, while the number of 

children under 18 declined by 30%. Smaller one- and two-person households—especially 
renters—are now more prevalent.

• Housing costs are outpacing local wages.
• Jobs in retail, food service, and hospitality account for over half of Meredith’s 

employment, yet wages in these sectors are not sufficient to afford median housing costs 
in town.

• Rising prices have pushed many workers out of the market. Some employers have 
resorted to buying homes to house their employees and offer below-market rents.
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Section 1 – Data and Policy Review:
• 2023 Housing Needs Assessment Key Data

• Single-family homes dominate the housing stock—and prices have surged.
• Since 2012, the median sale price of single-family homes rose by 73%, reaching $450,000 

in 2022. Demand continues to outpace supply, fueling affordability concerns.

• Rental housing is limited and increasingly unaffordable.
• Rental vacancy rates dropped to 0.5% in 2022, while rents increased by 36% since 2010, 

placing significant strain on low- and moderate-income households.

• Short-term rentals are reducing year-round housing availability.
• Short-term rentals increased by over 150% between 2018 and 2022, with high 

occupancy and rising daily rates, contributing to reduced availability and higher prices for 
year-round housing.
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Section 1 – Data and Policy Review:
• 2023 Housing Needs Assessment Key Data

• Seasonal and investor ownership is high in waterfront and condo units.
• Over 70% of these properties are owned by non-residents, suggesting they are used for 

seasonal or investment purposes, reducing year-round housing options.

• There is a significant affordability gap for low-income households.
• There is a shortage of over 200 housing units affordable to households earning less than 

50% of Area Median Income (AMI)—many of which have shifted to seasonal or investor 
use.

• Local workers are increasingly priced out of living in Meredith.
• The income gap between renters and owners is stark, with renters earning less than half 

the median income of owners. Most local service workers earn below 80% of AMI and 
cannot afford to live where they work.
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Section 1 – Data and Policy Review:
• Additional Input - 2023 Housing Survey Findings – 124 Responses

• Housing costs are viewed as unaffordable.
• Short-term rentals are seen as reducing year-round housing availability.
• Zoning is perceived as a barrier to housing variety.
• There is demand for housing that supports aging in place.
• Housing options for young families are limited.
• Seasonal and investor-owned homes affect neighborhood stability.
• Workforce housing is considered essential for local employers.
• Preferred locations for housing include areas with infrastructure.
• New development should reflect existing character.
• There is support for proactive municipal strategies.
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Section 1 – Data and Policy Review:
Findings Across Document and Policy Review

Housing affordability is a top concern.
Across all documents and engagement activities, rising home prices, rental costs, and income 
gaps were consistently cited as barriers for local workers, seniors, and young families.

There is strong demand for more diverse housing types.
Community input and document review both emphasized the need to move beyond traditional 
single-family homes to include options like accessory dwelling units (ADUs), townhomes, 
duplexes, and mixed-use buildings.

Limited rental housing and workforce options are a challenge.
Meredith’s low rental vacancy rate, aging housing stock, and wage constraints have made it 
difficult for service workers and lower-income households to find stable, affordable housing.
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Section 1 – Data and Policy Review:
Short-term rentals had been reducing year-round housing availability, yet this trend may be 
lessening with new policies put in place.

Multiple reports and engagement findings identified the growing presence of short-term 
rentals as a factor limiting housing stock for full-time residents.

Draft Planning documents support aligning housing with land use and community character.
Draft vision, land use, and action materials reflect a desire to integrate housing into walkable, 
mixed-use areas while preserving rural and scenic qualities elsewhere in town.

Community input reinforces a preference for thoughtful, inclusive housing solutions.
Respondents to outreach initiatives expressed support for proactive municipal action—such 
as zoning updates, incentives, and public-private partnerships—to address local housing 
challenges in ways that reflect Meredith’s values.
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes
Observations – Types of Housing Allowed Throughout Meredith

• Single-family homes and accessory apartments are permitted in most districts, making these easier 
to build from a regulatory standpoint. 

• Duplexes are permitted in many districts and allowed by special exception in others. Consider 
shifting this approval process to a conditional use permit instead, which would give the planning 
board more flexibility and authority. The forestry and conservation district is the only district that 
prohibits duplexes. Consider allowing by special exception or CUP in this district as well. 

• Multi-family dwellings are permitted in a few districts and allowed by special exception in one 
district. Again, the conditional use permit may be considered instead of special exception for the 
benefits noted above. 

• No housing related uses are allowed in the Business and Industry zoning district. Consider allowing 
multi-family dwellings in the Business and Industry District by SE or CUP. 
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes
Observations – Types of Housing Allowed Throughout Meredith

• Meredith has established more stringent regulations for short term accessory apartment rentals, 
allowing it only by special exception in all districts. This is an attempt to increase year-round 
housing stock in town. 

• It’s unclear how mixed-use housing developments are categorized. Consider better defining 
mixed-use within the zoning ordinance and encourage where appropriate. 

• Clarify that conversions of single-family to multi-family are permitted. 
• The Central Business District, Route 3 District, and Residential District all have the potential to 

accommodate some infill and redevelopment projects over time including cottage courts, multi-
use with residential on top, two-family, single-family conversions to multi-family, and possibly 
some triplex and quadplex housing.
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes
Items for Consideration – General Provisions

• Creation of a Workforce Housing Ordinance
• This should be adopted under the provisions of RSA 674:60 to reduce the chances of a lawsuit and to 

expand affordable housing options.
• NHHFA reports that the Area Median Income (AMI) for Meredith is $120,300 and a qualifying 

workforce housing unit purchase price is approximately $381,500.   For rental properties, maximum 
income is 60% of AMI ($64,960) with rents capped at $1,620/month including utilities.  An incentive to 
generate more affordable housing at less than 60% AMI should be explored. 

• Accessory Apartments
• The owner-occupancy requirement mandates that the property owner reside in either the principal or 

accessory dwelling, which can limit ADU viability for rental housing and enforcement is often difficult. 
Consider removing this requirement to improve housing flexibility while still ensuring regulatory 
oversight.

• Consider removing the requirement for a detached accessory apartment to have another accessory use 
to better comply with recent statutory changes. 
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes
Items for Consideration – General Provisions

• Minimum Lot Size Requirements 
• Minimum lot size notes only single family or duplex allowed on a lot.  This provision limits design options 

for housing and should be deleted.

• Maximum Lot Coverage
• Consider increasing lot coverage requirements in commercial districts, particularly because drainage 

technology and applications have improved significantly in recent years, improving treatment and 
infiltration. Currently lot coverage requirements are 65-75%. Higher lot coverage increases opportunities 
for multi-family housing. 

• Lot Frontage 
• Consider allowing back lots with 20 feet of frontage with a maximum of 4 housing units.  Possibly allow two 

through CUP process and allow for 2 more if they are designated as Workforce units. 

• General Purpose Statements
• For residential zoning districts, call out housing diversity, rather than just single-family homes. 
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes
Items for Consideration – General Provisions

• Article XIX Architectural Design Ordinance
• Have these provisions had an impact on multi-family costs in order to comply?

• Non-Conforming Uses
• To make it easier to rebuild a home, consider increasing the time frame to rebuild to 1 ½ - 2 years, as the 

insurance industry is known to take a very long time to finalize claims.

• Mobile Home Parks 
• Ensure it is clear that this type of development can expand under the new NH legislation. Also – allow for 

the redevelopment of existing parks into other types of housing developments. 

• Affordable Housing
• Affordable housing definition is dated. Utilize NH statute to update definition. 

• Village Housing Provision
• This provision is confusing and should be clarified.  It appears to only allow the addition of 1 housing unit.
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes
Items for Consideration – General Provisions

• Conservation Subdivision Design Ordinance
• Currently, a conservation subdivision design is allowed by conditional use permit. Consider allowing by 

right if the standards are met. 
• Require open space that is set aside to be publicly accessible.
• Currently, the number of lots or units resulting from a conservation subdivision, including incentive 

bonuses, cannot exceed the maximum number permitted by the underlying district density restrictions. 
This may limit the potential for bonuses that make this development attractive to developers. 

• Consider adjusting buffer standards to require less along the sides and rear, and more along the primary 
road frontage. 

• Consider adding an incentive bonus for providing workforce housing as a % of the units.
• Maximum road length is not realistic.
• Promote or require this tool in the rural zoning districts in town. 
• Questions - has this provision been used?  If not, why?  
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes
Items for Consideration – District Dimensional Standards

• Lot Size, Frontage, and Setback Requirements 
• Across all districts, review setback and frontage requirements and consider new standards that better 

correspond to the goals of each district. 
• Consider eliminating lot size and setback requirements in the Central Business and Route 3 South districts 

to increase density in these areas. If eliminating lot size requirements is not feasible, consider reducing the 
10,000 square foot lot size requirement in the Central Business District to 5,000 square feet. Consider 
increasing building height requirement to 55 feet. 

• Consider reducing lot area requirements from 3 to 2 acres in the Forestry and Rural District. Also consider 
allowing Class II lots to have less than an acre of land (decrease from required 65,000 square feet).

• In the Meredith Neck District, consider allowing duplexes by SE or CUP on 2 acres for class I & II lots 
provided at least one unit is Workforce.

• In the Residential District, consider increasing density for multi family dwellings on class I & II lots.
• In the Lake Waukewan Watershed Overlay, the provision appears to overrule underlying multi-family 

density in areas with sewer.  Given the limited areas served by sewer, this restriction should be reviewed 
more closely in consideration of providing more opportunities for the creation of multi-family housing. 
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes
Items for Consideration – District Dimensional Standards

• Unit Per Area Requirements – Non-Waterfront Lots
• Consider increasing non-waterfront per unit area requirements under Utility class I & II. 
• Affordable housing cannot be constructed with densities limited to 2 & 4 units per acre.

• Class I – III Utilities Language
• Section is confusing relative to Class I – III utilities and associated lot requirements for duplexes and other 

uses.  It should be updated and clarified. 

• Form Based Code
• Consider a more visual, user-friendly, and enforceable Form-Based Code for the Central Business District. 
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes
Other Items to Consider

• Home Occupancy Childcare Facilities
• State law amended, in home childcare now allowed by right or through planning board CUP process.  HB1567, alters RSA 

672:1,v-a and RSA 674:16, VI. Ensure local regulations adhere to this. 

• Sign Ordinance
• Ensure sign ordinance adheres to US Supreme Court case relative to signs (Reed v. Town of Gilbert).

• Erosion Control Ordinance
• This ordinance is dated and should be removed from zoning and inserted in subdivision and site plan review regulations.

• Floodplain Ordinance
• FEMA is updating ordinances. Check with Office of Planning and Development (OPD) to assess impacts of this to local 

regulations.

• Shoreline Setbacks
• Consider aligning the local shoreline setback requirement to match the states (65 feet). 
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes

• Subdivision Regulations

• Move road standards from zoning ordinance to subdivision regulations.

• Section 3 Definitions: Update abutter definition to comply with changes under HB1359, 
reference RSA 672:3 as amended.  Update subdivision definition, reference RSA 672:14. Update 
wetland definition, refer to zoning.

• Amend Section 4.14 Board Action to be consistent with RSA 676:4, 65 day review period.
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes

• Subdivision Regulations

• Amend Section 4.17 Technical Review Fees.  This Section can be significantly streamlined; the Planning 
Board has the authority to hire consultants to review plans/studies under RSA 676:4 (g) which can be 
summarized in a few sentences.

• Section 4.18 Letter of Credit: Must be updated to comply with RSA 674:36 III, a number of security 
provisions are provided for, and an applicant has the ability to begin the construction of a subdivision 
without security in place if a building permit has not been applied for and/or lots are not sold.

• Section 4.19 Board Action:  Review period is 65 days not 90 days per RSA 676:4.  Provision relative to 
selectmen review must be updated reflect recent changes to statute.

• Section IX: Road; consider allowing for low volume roads to have a pavement width of 20 feet, reducing 
grading disturbance and drainage impacts.
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review and Changes

• Site Plan Review Regulations

• Amend Section V, B Technical Review Fees.  This Section can be significantly 
streamlined; the Planning Board has the authority to hire consultants to review 
plans/studies under RSA 676:4 (g) which can be summarized in a few sentences.

• Amend Section X Performance bond to adhere to the provisions of RSA 674:44. 
IV.

• Amend Section XV, parking standards, consider reducing the size of a parking 
space to 9 x 18 which reduces drainage impacts.
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Section 3 – Summary of Potential Changes

• Expanding permitted housing types where appropriate. 
• Improving administrative processes for allowing a greater diversity of 

housing types and to simplify development review process. 
• Improving workforce/affordable housing regulations. 
• Aligning housing goals with district goals. 
• Improving the conservation subdivision design ordinance. 
• Across all districts, reviewing setback, frontage, and lot size 

requirements and considering new standards that better align district 
standards with housing goals. 
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Section 3 – Summary of Potential Changes

• Clarifying and simplifying regulations. 
• Aligning regulations with state statute and court cases. 
• Removing barriers to housing development such as amending parking 

standards, adjusting road width requirements, etc. 
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review
Permitted Housing Types by District

Zoning DistrictHousing 
Type

Business & 
Industry

Comm –
Meredith 
Center

Central 
Business

Comm –
Route 3 S

ShorelineResidentialMeredith 
Neck

Forestry & 
Rural

Forestry & 
Cons 

No housing 
related uses 
allowed

PPPPPPPPSF Detached 
Dwelling

PPPPPPPPAccessory
Apartment

SESESESESESESESEAccessory ST 
Rental

PPPMobile 
Home 
Subdivision

PPPSEPSESE2-Family 
Dwelling

Page 161 of 170



Zoning DistrictHousing 
Type

Business & 
Industry

Comm –
Meredith 
Center

Central 
Business

Comm –
Route 3 S

ShorelineResidentialMeredith 
Neck

Forestry & 
Rural

Forestry & 
Cons 

No housing 
related uses 
allowed

SESEMobile 
Home Parks

SEAssisted 
Living Care

PPPSEMulti-Family 
Dwellings

SESESESEGroup 
Homes

SESESENursing & 
Convalescent 
Homes

Section 2 – Regulatory Review
Permitted Housing Types by District
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review
Dimensional Standards by District

Dimensional StandardsDistrict

Max Lot 
Coverage

Max 
Building 
Height

Minimum 
Rear 
Setback

Minimum 
Side 
Setback

Minimum 
Front 
Setback

Minimum 
Lot Width 
(Avg)

Minimum 
Shore 
Frontage

Minimum 
Road 
Frontage

Minimum 
Lot 
Size/Net 
Density

Utility Class

Forestry and Conservation District

25%38’30’20’65’150’50’10 acIIIWaterfront

25%45’40’30’40’NA50’10 acIIINon-
Waterfront

Forest and Rural District

25%38’30’20’65’150’150’50’3 ac
65,000 s.f.

III
II
I

Waterfront

25%45’40’30’40’150’N/A50’3 ac
65,000 s.f.

III
II
I

Non-
Waterfront
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review
Dimensional Standards by District

Dimensional StandardsDistrict

Max Lot 
Coverage

Max 
Building 
Height

Minimum 
Rear 
Setback

Minimum 
Side 
Setback

Minimum 
Front 
Setback

Minimum 
Lot Width 
(Avg)

Minimum 
Shore 
Frontage

Minimum 
Road 
Frontage

Minimum 
Lot 
Size/Net 
Density

Utility Class

Meredith Neck

25%38’30’20’65’150’150’50’3 acI, II, IIIWaterfront

25%45’40’30’40’150’NA50’3 acI, II, IIINon-
Waterfront

Residential

30%38’20’
10’
10’

150’150’50’40,000 s.f.
20,000 s.f.
10,000 s.f.

III
II
I

Waterfront

30%45’40’
40’
40’

20’
10’
10’

30’
30’
20’

150’
100’
75’

N/A50’40,000 s.f.
20,000 s.f.
10,000 s.f.

III
II
I

Non-
Waterfront
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review
Dimensional Standards by District

Dimensional StandardsDistrict

Max Lot 
Coverage

Max 
Building 
Height

Minimum 
Rear 
Setback

Minimum 
Side 
Setback

Minimum 
Front 
Setback

Minimum 
Lot Width 
(Avg)

Minimum 
Shore 
Frontage

Minimum 
Road 
Frontage

Minimum 
Lot 
Size/Net 
Density

Utility Class

Shoreline

38’30’20’65’150’50’40,000 s.f.
40,000 s.f.
40,000 s.f.

III
II
I

Waterfront

30%38’40’20’30’150’NA50’40,000 s.f.
30,000 s.f.
25,000 s.f.

III
II
I

Non-
Waterfront

Lake Waukewan Waterfront

38’30’20’65’210’
210’
210’

150’50’4 ac.
4 ac.
2 ac.

III
II
I

Waterfront
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review
Dimensional Standards by District

Dimensional StandardsDistrict

Max Lot 
Coverage

Max 
Building 
Height

Minimum 
Rear 
Setback

Minimum 
Side 
Setback

Minimum 
Front 
Setback

Minimum 
Lot Width 
(Avg)

Minimum 
Shore 
Frontage

Minimum 
Road 
Frontage

Minimum 
Lot 
Size/Net 
Density

Utility Class

Central Business

65% (SE)45’20’10’30’150’
100’
100’

150’50’40,000 s.f.
20,000 s.f.
10,000 s.f.

III
II
I

Waterfront

65% (SE)45’20’10’30’150’
100’
100’

NA50’40,000 s.f.
20,000 s.f.
10,000 s.f.

III
II
I

Non-
Waterfront

Commercial Route 3 South

26%45’20’10’50’150’N/A50’40,000 s.f.
20,000 s.f.
10,000 s.f.

III
II
I

Non-
Waterfront
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Section 2 – Regulatory Review
Dimensional Standards by District

Dimensional StandardsDistrict

Max Lot 
Coverage

Max 
Building 
Height

Minimum 
Rear 
Setback

Minimum 
Side 
Setback

Minimum 
Front 
Setback

Minimum 
Lot Width 
(Avg)

Minimum 
Shore 
Frontage

Minimum 
Road 
Frontage

Minimum 
Lot 
Size/Net 
Density

Utility Class

Commercial/Meredith Center

65%45’20’10’30’150’NA50’40,000 s.f.
20,000 s.f.
--------

III
II
I

Non-
Waterfront

Business/Industry 

75%45’25’25’30’150’N/A50’1 ac.III
II
I

Non-
Waterfront
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