
 
TOWN OF TAGHKANIC  

ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 
December 5, 2016 

 
 
 
Members present:  John Roberts, Acting Chair; Members: Kathy Bainer; Moisha Blechman; Al Huehnel; Donn Critchell;  
ZC Secretary Linda Swartz; ZC Consultant Ted Fink 
Excused:  Elizabeth O’Donnell, Joyce Thompson 
 
The Meeting was called to order at 5:40 by John Roberts, Acting Chair. 
 
Approval of Minutes: 
Donn Critchell motioned to accept the Minutes from the November 28, 2016 ZC Meeting; seconded by Kathy Bainer. 

Ayes:  5 (Critchell, Bainer, Blechman, Roberts, Huehnel)  Nays:  0  Abstained: 0 
 
 
Donn asked how town houses differ from multi-family houses.  Ted explained that town houses are separate single-family 
homes which are connected by a firewall (also known as row houses), while a multi-family house is one building 
containing many family dwelling units. 
 
Article 50 Review continues: 

 Fences: 
o Fences used in agriculture would be exempt in zoning.   
o It is realistic to set a 6’ maximum on a fence of solid construction (same as maximum sign height).   
o Open wire mesh fences, commonly used to keep deer out, could be as tall as 8’.   
o Ted will add a sentence “Fences shall not be considered to be accessory structures.” 

 Article 50.B.  Area & Bulk Schedule:   
o Ted thinks the schedule in our existing zoning is overly restrictive.  For example, the setbacks in the 

Business District (Mixed Use) make it impossible to develop a half-acre parcel.   
o Properties of half-acre or less would have to have a common septic system; one system for two 

businesses.   
o Discussion of setbacks determined that setback begins at the road right of way. 
o ZC feels that less front setback is preferable, allowing the business to be closer to the road and 

therefore more visible to the traveling public.  
o Also having maximum setbacks in the Mixed Use District would allow for parking in the rear of the 

building. 
o Mixed Use (MU) District Setbacks will be as follows:  Front minimum: 20’; Front maximum: 30’; Side: 

20’; and Rear: 20’.   
o The ZC had a long discussion about lot width and road frontage, which resulted in setting the following 

requirements in the MU District:  Minimum Lot Width (which is measured at the building line) and 
Minimum Lot Frontage (along the roadway) will both be set at 100’. 

o Setbacks in Residential Districts will be set as follows: 
 R7:  Front: 100’; Side: 100’; Rear: 100’; Minimum Lot Width and Frontage: 350’ 
 R3:  Front: 75’; Side: 50’; Rear: 75’; Minimum Lot Width and Frontage: 250’ 
 R2:  Front: 50’; Side: 35’; Rear: 50’; Minimum Lot Width and Frontage: 200’ 

o In order to work out the requirements for a potential Hamlet Overlay District, the ZC would need to get 
an idea of where a hamlet overlay might be appropriate so that it can be better visualized.  Perhaps 
along County Route 10 east of the parkway or in the Pumpkin Hollow area.  ZC will tackle this at another 
meeting. 

 Article 50-H. Modification of Front Yard Setbacks: 
o What is the width of town road?  Subdivision regulations say 60’ for new subdivisions, but it is only 50’ 

for old subdivisions.  All “user roads” are considered to be three rod roads (50’). 
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 Article 50-I. Flag Lots: 
o Ted had done a brief write-up on flag lots and then found that regulations already exist as a local law 

which was at the back of the Subdivision Regulations.  He will read through the local law and re-work his 
draft as appropriate. 

o 50-I.b.  What would the minimum frontage be?  Setting it at 40’ would disallow the property owner 
from subdividing and developing the flag lot since they would not have the required road frontage for a 
road.  ZC feels that flag lots must be restricted to avoid future subdivision for development.  Ted will go 
through the local law and ZC will revisit this at the next meeting. 

o 50-I.c. and 50-I.d are okay as written. 

 Article 70. Non-Conforming Buildings, Uses and Lots: 
o Two typos will be corrected in 70-A.3. and 70-G.1. 
o “Zoning Enforcement Officer in 70-A.5. will be changed to “Code Enforcement Officer”. 
o Kathy feels that 70-A.4. is too restrictive.  Someone might not be able to meet the time requirement due 

to difficulties which are out of their control.  If they begin the process and are actively working towards 
completion, they should be allowed more time.  Ted will see if he can come up with the right words to 
allow some leeway.  On a conforming lot, the property owner would have as long as they want to 
rebuild; why is it different on a non-conforming lot?  If the owner doesn’t rebuild and then sells the 
property, would the new owner be allowed to build?  Should 70-A. include lots?  70-G covers lots.  Say 
“except for undersized lots as covered in 70-G.” 

o Kathy has the same questions about 70-C. as noted above for 70-A.4.  Ted said that time extensions 
could be approved.  To be consistent, 70-A.4. and & 70-C. should both allow one year to begin 
rebuilding. 

o Due to time, a quick review of the remaining items in Article 70 was done, and no comments were 
made.  Will be covered more thoroughly at the next meeting. 

 
 
New or Continuing Business: 

From the Commission:  None 
From the Public:  None 

 
 
Next Meeting: 
The next meeting of the Taghkanic Zoning Commission will be on December 19, 2016 beginning at 5:30.  ZC members are 
asked to read Article 70 and be prepared for discussion. 
 
Think about whether or not to change the January 2, 2017 meeting date. 
 
 
 
Motion to adjourn:  Donn Critchell     Seconded by: Al Huehnel 

Ayes:  5 (Critchell, Huehnel, Bainer, Blechman, Roberts)  Nays:  0  Abstained: 0 
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:40. 
 
Public audience:    
 
 
Prepared by:  Linda Swartz 


