
TOWN OF TAGHKANIC  
ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

September 7, 2020 
 
 

Members present:  Joyce Thompson, Chair; Linda Swartz, Co-Chair and Secretary; Members: Kathy Bainer, Al Huehnel, 
Donn Critchell, Moisha Blechman, John Roberts, Elizabeth O’Donnell (via video conference); ZC Consultant Ted Fink (via 
video conference) 
 
This meeting, held at the Taghkanic Fire House, was called to order at 4:13 p.m. by Joyce Thompson.   
 
Approval of Minutes: 
A motion to accept the Minutes of the August 17, 2020 meeting, was made by John Roberts, and seconded by Al Huehnel. 

Ayes:  5 (Roberts, Huehnel, Bainer, O’Donnell, Critchell)  Nays:  0  Abstained: 1 (Blechman) 
 
Moisha, who was not present at the August 17 meeting, asked what the distance requirement is between two buildings 
for fire protection purposes.  John said our Building Inspector/CEO requires at least 6’ between buildings, but State 
Building Code might require a distance equal to the height of the tallest building. 
 
Map Update from Ted Regarding Latest Parcel Lines: 
Ted reached out to Town Supervisor Ryan Skoda and the Columbia County Real Property Services regarding the tax map 
parcel line boundaries, but has not yet received a response.  He will follow up.  Joyce said she would send a text to Ryan 
and ask him to look for Ted’s email.  While the County does not vouch for the accuracy of the maps, this is the best 
resource we have from an official stand-point. 
 
Section 80-D.10., Kennels: 
Town residents and legal dog kennel operators Kara Gilmore and Nadja Palenzuela provided the ZC with suggested 
changes to Section 80-D.10., Kennels.  The ZC discussed the proposal and had the following comments: 

 How big is this kennel property?  (between 7 and 8 acres)  

 How many dogs can they have there at one time?  (about 20)   

 Concern expressed for value of neighboring parcels. 

 Kennels is not a home-based business; it is use that is allowed with a Special Use Permit. 

 Suggested changes to the code should not be taken lightly; the regulations (setbacks and, in this case, maximum 
number of dogs) were written with a purpose.   

 To look at kennels in isolation from all other uses in terms of reducing the setbacks is a mistake; if we do that, we 
would have to look at other decisions we made in similar circumstances.   

 The draft code allows the Planning Board to adjust setbacks. Too discretionary; Planning Board should not have 
to make the decision.  Zoning Code should give the Planning Board some guidance by setting minimum acreage.  

 Requirement for 300’ setback all around would limit a kennel operation to a property containing at least 7 acres. 

 Companion Animal Guidelines is a good resource, but does not specify any standard acreage or setbacks 
requirements.  (It was suggested that Companion Animal Guidelines be removed from this regulation, but the ZC 
decided that it should remain in the code as 80-D.10.j. as an information source.) 

 
The ZC made the following modifications to the existing draft: (shown below in bold) 

 a. No changes. 

 b. Use of outdoor dog space: ZC accepts change to 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 

 c. Accepted as presented (“Caretaker shall manage dogs in outdoor spaces in such a way that limited 
uninterrupted nuisance barking.”) 

 d.  “Caretaker shall maintain control of dogs at all times and shall provide adequate enclosures to ensure that 
the dogs are not able to leave the premises.” 

 e. “Overnight caretaker shall be present on premises.” (Taken out of d. and made a separate requirement.) 

 f.  “Minimum setback shall be 300 feet (300’) from any property line for any outdoor dog space or any building 
intended for the housing of dogs.  The minimum setback may be increased by the Planning Board where 
determined necessary, to mitigate potential noise impacts and to protect public health and safety.”    

 g. Accepted as presented (“Indoor enclosures shall be designed and insulated in a manner that absorbs sound 
within the enclosure.”) 

 
 



Taghkanic Zoning Commission 
September 7, 2020 
Page 2 
 
 
 

 h. “Planning Board shall determine the maximum number of dogs allowed.  In making this determination the 
Planning Board shall consider he space available within the indoor enclosure to prevent overcrowding.  In no 
event shall individual kennel spaces for dogs be less than 12 square feet.” 

 i. “Any application for a kennel submitted to the Planning Board shall include a plan for animal waste disposal.” 

 j. Kennels should comply with the Companion Animal Care Guidelines of the American Veterinary Medical 
Association. 

   
Issues Identified in Copy Editing: 
Joyce:  Linda and Joyce are going through code line by line, and noted the following issues for ZC discussion: 

 50-D.2. exempts certain small-scale building elements.  It is noted that roof decks that require parapets are 
considered occupied space subject to height limits and maximum number of stories for the purposes of Zoning.  
Ted said that since churches and other places of worship might have spires and belfries, we might need to add 
something to the code to protect us from a challenge from RILUPA. 

 60-C. Parking Table identifies uses which are not exactly the same as the uses in the Use Table; for example, 
“Hard goods such as hardware or building products” would be part of “Business, Retail” as it appears in the Use 
Table.  Ted said these are standard uses which he took from the Institute of Transportation Engineers Parking 
Generation Manual.  Section 60-C.3. provides guidance for “Uses Not Listed” in the Table. 
 

Elizabeth suggested that 70-F., “Increase in Volume of Use” be moved into place as 70-B., moving all subsequent sections 
down one place.  She will make an attempt to re-write the “Increase in Volume of Use” paragraph to disallow an increase 
in volume of use.  She further recommends that the entire Non-Conforming Uses Section (Section 70) be cleaned up.   
 
Al asked for clarification on Section 70-G., Existing Undersized Lots:  If someone owns 3 abutting undersized lots, can 
those lots be sold as separate non-conforming lots?  70-G.1.a says that two or more nonconforming contiguous lots under 
the same ownership is considered as one lot even if combining the two lots does not result in a conforming lot. Ted warns 
that this would be a case of “Buyer Beware”; you have bought a lot that cannot be developed.  Additionally, 70-I. says that 
lots which do not meet the minimum lot size for the Zoning District in which they are located, but which are part of a filed 
subdivision plat, are considered to be in compliance for 3 years from the date of filing of the subdivision plat, after which 
they become non-conforming lots.  
 
What to expect for next two weeks:  Joyce and Linda will continue to work on the copy editing and hope be able to send it 
to Ted for his review by next week.  The edited draft will also be saved as a pdf and placed in Drop Box for everyone to 
review. 
 
Next Meeting: 
To allow for completion of the copy editing and review process, the ZC will not meet again in the month of September.  
The next meeting of the Zoning Commission will be held on Monday, October 5, 2020, at the firehouse beginning at 4  
p.m.  Masks and social distancing required.   
 
 
 Motion to adjourn:  Al Huehnel   Seconded by:  Moisha Blechman 

Ayes:  6 (Huehnel, Blechman, Roberts, O’Donnell, Critchell, Bainer)  Nays:  0  Abstained: 0 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 6:01 p.m. 
 
Public Audience: None 
 
Minutes Prepared by:  Linda Swartz 
 
 


