
TOWN OF TAGHKANIC  
ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

March 16, 2021 
 
 
 

This meeting was held a day later than scheduled due to a town-wide electrical outage on March 15.  The meeting was 
held via Zoom and was called to order at 4:06 p.m. by Joyce Thompson.   
 
Members present:  Joyce Thompson, Chair; Linda Swartz, Co-Chair and Secretary; Members: Al Huehnel, Kathy Bainer, 
John Roberts, Elizabeth O’Donnell, Donn Critchell;  ZC Consultant Ted Fink 
 
 
Approval of Minutes: 
A motion to accept the Minutes of the March 1, 2021 meeting, was made by John Roberts, and seconded by Al Huehnel. 

Ayes:  5  (Roberts, Huehnel, Critchell, Bainer, O’Donnell)  Nays:  0  Abstained: 0 
 
Definition Coordination with Draft STR Regulations: 
The definition of “DWELLING” in the draft zoning code does not permit transient occupancy, which will conflict with the STR 
regulations.  This conflict will be remedied by adding the following language to the end of the definition:  “…unless 
otherwise provided in this Zoning Law.”  Also, the term “DWELLING GROUP” will be removed from the “DWELLING” definition. 
(It does not appear anywhere else in the regulations.) 
 
Scenario Reports: 
Each member of the ZC chose a development type or use and work it through the code. 

 Al applied the regulations to building a 2,000 square foot single-family residence on a non-conforming one-acre 
lot in the R7 district.  He was able to meet all setback and road frontage requirements, as well as Department of 
Health distance requirements for water and leach field, but the septic system would require engineering.  
However, this non-conforming lot is held in the same ownership as two abutting lots, each being at least one 
acre; and, as such, cannot be individually developed and must be combined with the abutting lots to make a 
conforming lot under Section 70, Non-Conforming Lots.  This brought about discussion of how to make buyers 
aware of the limits on developing non-conforming lots.  (Post it on the Town website?) Ted suggested that any 
subdivisions like this that are pending before the Planning Board at the time this zoning law is adopted be 
grandfathered. 

 Donn looked into the regulations for Telecommunications Towers and considered how the regulations might 
affect a ham-radio operator.  He noted that it would be difficult for ham operators to get approval for a Special 
Use Permit unless they were to co-locate on an existing tower, which is impractical.  However, the Federal 
Telecommunications Act does not apply to amateur operators (home-use).  The 35’ residential height rule would 
apply to towers; anything over that height would require ZBA approval.  For clarity, the word “diameter” will be 
added in regulation 80-D.18.m.(3).  (…”a six-foot (6’) diameter brightly-colored balloon”…) 

 John considered building a 6,000 square foot garage on a non-conforming 3-acre lot in the R7 District on which is 
situated an existing 2,000 square foot dwelling.  John looked at the Bulk Requirements and found that the 
proposal can meet setbacks, road frontage and maximum lot coverage requirements.   In John’s scenario, the 
accessory structure (the garage) would be much larger in size than the principal structure (the house).  The 
definition of “ACCESSORY BUILDING” clearly states that it is “subordinate” to the principal structure, but it is not 
made clear if “subordinate” pertains to the size of the structure or the use.   Further conflicting language is found 
in Section 50-F.1. which allows for the maximum footprint of an accessory structure to be up to three times that 
of the principal structure.  In addition, the code does not seem to limit the placement of the accessory structure; 
that is, can it be placed between the principal structure and the road?  Should language be added disallowing 
accessory structures which are greater in size than the principal structure from being closer to the road than the 
principal structure?  Ted will look at the definition and regulations for accessory buildings and try to come up 
with something that eliminates the conflict and addresses the concerns of the ZC. 

 Kathy found that a Conference Center requires a Special Use Permit, is not permitted in the Mixed Use District, 
and requires a minimum of 50 acres as well as direct access to/from a state or county highway.  Kathy pointed 
out the importance of reading beyond the Definitions and Use Table and Bulk Requirements in order to 
understand all requirements.  This must be made clear to applicants from first contact. 
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 Elizabeth looked at whether or not someone could develop a “tiny house camping resort”.  This would be a fairly 
high-density transient lodging use.  She looked into multiple definitions and the corresponding regulations to find 
the right one to fit her application, including CAMPGROUNDS, CABINS, AGRI-TOURISM, HOSTELS, BOARDING HOUSE, HOTEL 

and MOTEL, and RESORT or LODGE.  Her findings on each type follows: 
o CAMPGROUND is not defined, nor is it listed as specifically prohibited (therefore prohibited by omission).  

Since some, but obviously not all, uses are listed as specifically prohibited in Section 40, could this create 
a loophole for a challenge?.  To avoid potential issues, the language contained in Section 10-D.2. will 
be restated in the lead paragraph of Section 40-C. 

o CABIN is defined and permitted in R2, R3 and R7, but cabins do not have water and sanitary. 
o Section 60-J.7.d.(4) allows for overnight stays for AGRI-TOURISM operations, subject to obtaining a Special 

Use Permit in accordance with the requirements of Section 80 for an INN, HOSTEL or BED AND BREAKFAST INN 
on the farm.  Elizabeth also reviewed the Exemptions for Agricultural Operations found in Section 60-J.6. 
and discovered that 60-J.6.b. allows agricultural buildings to NOT comply with the setbacks for the 
zoning district (except in limited situations).  She argued that based on the language in the code, a large 
agricultural building could be built right up to the property line of an undeveloped neighboring 
residential property.  Ted said that Ag & Markets allows setback requirements for agricultural 
operations as long as they are not unreasonable and do not interfere with the farm operations, so 
requiring that they comply with the setbacks of the district is not putting any greater restriction on them 
than on anyone else in the district.  Section 60-J.6.b. will be modified to show that the setbacks of the 
district shall apply.   

o HOSTEL:  Dormitory style, with maximum of 40 beds.  Not useful for “tiny house” application.   
(Use Table in Section 40 will be updated to show access requirement on state or county highway.) 

o BOARDING HOUSE:  Definition does not fit with “tiny house” idea. 
o The definition of MOTEL provides for “attached or detached” units, but is only allowed in MU District.   
o HOTEL requires “common exterior entrance”.  Also allowed only in MU District. 
o RESORT OR LODGE:  A change was made to the beginning of this definition because we are not defining 

an area of land, but rather the use of that land as a resort or lodge.  The first sentence is changed from 
“An area of land on which is located a hotel or group of buildings…” to “A single building or a group of 
buildings…”.    
 

All Special Use Permits must abide by the General Standards and Specifications found in Section 80.  And, although no 
Special Use Permit is needed for building a single-family home, the property owner must still abide by the Purposes of the 
Zoning Code found in Section 10 as well as the General Provisions found in Section 60. 
 
Ted said that how the ZC has chosen to review this code, with a deep dive, has shown a light on issues that need to be 
addressed.  He will make modifications as noted. 
 
The next meeting of the Zoning Commission will be held via ZOOM on March 29, 2021 beginning at 4 p.m.  In 
preparation for that meeting, the ZC members are asked to: 

 Check “should” and “shall” in Section 10  
 Look at Section 80-C. General Standards, and in particular, Item 12.  Ted suggested that it should be modified.  It 

must be consistent with the purposes and intent of the Zoning Law and Comprehensive Plan, and all other 
adopted town laws.   

 
 Motion to adjourn:  Kathy Bainer    Seconded by:  Donn Critchell 

Ayes:  5 (Bainer, Critchell, O’Donnell, Huehnel, Roberts)   Nays:  0  Abstained: 0 
. 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:14 p.m. 
 
 
Public Audience:  None 
Minutes Prepared by:  Linda Swartz 


